The effects of instruction and supervision in interaction analysis on the teaching behaviors of physical education teachers toward disruptive elementary children by Steffen, Mary Beth
Ithaca College
Digital Commons @ IC
Ithaca College Theses
1983
The effects of instruction and supervision in
interaction analysis on the teaching behaviors of
physical education teachers toward disruptive
elementary children
Mary Beth Steffen
Ithaca College
Follow this and additional works at: http://digitalcommons.ithaca.edu/ic_theses
Part of the Health and Physical Education Commons
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by Digital Commons @ IC. It has been accepted for inclusion in Ithaca College Theses by an
authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ IC.
Recommended Citation
Steffen, Mary Beth, "The effects of instruction and supervision in interaction analysis on the teaching behaviors of physical education
teachers toward disruptive elementary children" (1983). Ithaca College Theses. Paper 260.
THE EFFECTS OF ttNSTRUCT工ON AND SUPERVIS工ON ttN INTERACT工ON
ANALYSIS ON THE TEACHING BEHAVIORS OF PHYSICAL
EDUCATION TEACHERS TOWARD DttSRUPTIVE
ELEMENTARY CHILDREN
by
Mary Beth Steffen
An Abstract
of a thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Science in the School
of Health, PhYsica1 Education,
and Recreation at
Ithaca CoIlege
December I983
Thesis Advisor: Dr. Victor H. Mancini
]THACA COLLEGE LIBRATY
ABSTRACT
The effects of instruction and supervisj-on in Cheffers'
Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS)
and in the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC) on the teaching
behaviors of physical education teachers toward disruptive
elementary children were investigated. Four teachers were
randomly assigned to control and treatment groups. Each
teacher was asked to identify three disruptive children in a
selected cIaSS. Teacher behavior toward the whole class was
identified through the use of CAFIAS. Teacher behaviors
exhibited toward the three disruptive chj.ldren in each class
were identified through the use of DAc. A modified case study
design was employed. Each teacher was observed for L2 classes.
The investigation was divided into three phases: Phase One
(three classes) for baseline (pretest) data collection, Phase
Two ( g days of feedback and 5 classes ) for application of
treatment, and Phase Three (three classes) for posttest data
collection. During Phase Two, while viewing videotapes of
their teaching, the control group received conventional
supervisory feedback relating to the class as a whole as weII
as to their interactions with the disruptive children' The
treatment group, while viewing their vi-deotapes, received
instruction, supervision, and feedback in CAFIAS and DAC
which described their interactions with the whole class and
with the disruptive children. Descriptive statistics were
used to determine whether differences in teaching behaviors,
as identified by the 20 CAFIAS and 20 DAC variables, existed
between the two groups with respect to their interactions
with the whole class and the behaviors exhibited toward the
disruptive children. Following feedback, the control group
exhibited only slight differences in their behaviors toward
the whole class and toward the disruptive children. The
control group teachers were more restrictive in their
behaviors and utilized more directions and criticisms in
their interactions with disruptive children compared to the
treatment group teachers. Following CAFIAS and DAC feedback,
the treatment group teachers exhibited distinct differences
in their interactions with the whole class and with the
disruptive children. Compared to their pretest behaviors and
the control group teachers' behaviors, the treatment group
teachers exhibited more praise and acceptance of students'
ideas and actions, asked more questions, provided more
informatj-on, and allowed more student interpretive behavior.
These changes were evident both in their interactions with
the whole class and with the disruptive children. This led
to the rejection of the nuII hypothesis that no differences
would exist between the teaching behaviors exhibited toward
disruptive elementary age children by physical education
teachers who received instruction and supervision in CAFIAS
and DAC and those teachers who received conventional
supervisory feedback.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
Do teachers give differential treatment to their students
based on their expectations of student achievement?
Researchers have provided evidence that this is a common
occurrence. Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) found in their
"Oak Schoot" experiment that teachers give differential
treatment to their pupils as a result of the expectations held
by the teachers for student achievement. After reviewing over
6O studies dealing with the question of teacher expectancy
effects, Brophy and Good (L97 4l concluded that teacher
expectancies can and do function as self-fulfilling prophecies-
These investigators stated that if expectancy effects occur
in the classroom, they may also be evident in the gymnasium
even though the nature of the activity is different.
The self-fulfilting prophecyr ds defined by Martinek and
Johnson (L979), is an expectation which initiates a series of
events that causes the original expectation to come true.
Therefore, individuals will behave as they are expected to
behave. The self-fulfilling prophecy may be manifested in
either a negative or a positive direction.
When teachers label chil-dren as disruptive, these IabeIs
can serve aS self-fulfilting prophecies. These expectancies
are transmitted verbatly and nonverbatly through teachers'
behaviors. Researchers (Good & Brophy, L973; it{artin & I(eIIer,
2L976; Withatl, L972) have found that teachers are not aware
of many of the behaviors exhibited by themselves and their
students. If teachers can become aware of their behaviors
and the messages they are Sending, perhaps these behaviors
can be changed and new expectancies transmitted to the
children.
Observational systems have been developed for the purpose
of identifying, classifying, quantifying, and analyzing
specific classroom behaviors and interactions (Ober, BentIey,
& Milter , L97L). These systems have been used to help teachers
become aware of the behaviors they exhibit to children.
Cheffers' Adaptations of Flanders' Interaction Analysis
System (CAFIAS) (Cheffers, L972) has been the most widely used
interaction analysis system in physical education (AIlard,
Lg79l. CAFIAS was designed with the primary purpose of
describing teachers' and students' verbal and nonverbal
behaviors in physical activity classes.
AIlard ( I979 ) noted that most observational systems
gather information on the entire class, thereby overlooking
the different teaching behaviors directed at the individual
students. Brophy and Good (1970) concurred; they stated
many positive and negative teacher behaviors are directed at
individual pupils rather than the entire c1ass. Teacher-
student interactions are not uniform; teachers interact
differently with individual students. Rist (I970) stated
that variations occur for every child in the amount of praise,
criticism, SuccesS, failure, freedom, and creativity that
3he/she recej-ves. For these reasons, this study focused on
dyadic interactions between the teacher and the disruptive
student. In order to provide a method for coding and
analyzing interactions between a teacher and an individual
student or a small group of students, Ivlartinek and lvlancini
(1979) developed the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC).
Previous researchers (Devlin, L979i Doenges, L976; Pratt,
L975) trained students, who vrere earmarked by their respective
teachers as being disruptive in their c1ass, in specific
contingency management skllIs to modify their teachers'
behaviors. In their studies Pratt (1975) and Doenges (I975)
used CAFIAS, and Dev1in ( 1979 ) used DAC as a measurement tool.
These studies provided support that students can help build
and maintain certain teacher behaviors. It was demonstrated
that both teachers and students became more positive i-n nature.
The teachers became more indirect, and the students made
greater contributions to the classroom process and assumed
more responsibility for their own behaviors-
This study was based on the premise that different
interaction patterns between the teacher and student take
place as a result of certain expectations held by the teacher
for each student in his lher class. It was the purpose of
this study to make teachers aware of expectancies transmitted
verbally and nonverbally to disruptive students through the
use of instruction and supervision in cAFIAS and DAC.
Utit Lzing this information, teachers could alter these
expectancies, create different self-fu1filIing prophecies,
and possibly change the behaviors of disruptive students in
their classes.
ScoPe of Problem
The effects of instruction and supervision in Cheffers I
Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS)
and in the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC) on the teaching
behaviors of physical education teachers toward disruptive
elementary-age children were investigated. The subjects were
four certified elementary physical education teachers from
the central New York area. Each teacher identified three
disruptive students in one of his/her classes. The teachers
\,,rere randomly assigned, two teachers to the control group and
two teachers to the treatment group. Each class was videotaped
by the investigator for L2 consecutive teaching days. Each
teacher was asked to wear a wireless microphone which would
not interfere with his/her teaching. During Phase One, each
subject was videotaped once a day for 3 consecutive days in
order to obtain baseline teaching data. Phase Two included
an 8-day training period in which a1t subjects in the control
and treatment groups were given feedback as to their teaching.
The teachers received a l-day orientation to the feedback
process, I day of feedback about their teaching ln Phase One,
and 5 days of feedback, with each feedback session following
the videotaping of one class. The control group viewed their
films and received conventional supervisory feedback analyzing
their teaching behaviors toward the whole class and toward the
disruptive children. The treatment group viewed their films,
5received instruction and supervision in CAFIAS and DAC, and
an analysis of a computer print-out of their behaviors toward
the whole class and toward the disruptive children. Phase
Three served as the period of data collection. Each subject
in both the control and treatment groups was videotaped once
a day for 3 consecutive days while teaching his/her regularly
scheduted physical education class. The videotapes were coded
using CAFIAS and DAC. Descriptive statistics were used to
analyze the data. comparisons were made between the
percentages of the two groups on each of the 20 CAFIAS and 20
DAC categories and interaction patterns.
Statement of Problem
The effects of instruction and supervision in CAFIAS and
DAC on the teaching behaviors of physical education teachers
toward disruptive elementary-age children were studied.
Nu}1 HvPothesis
There will be no significant differences in the
teaching behaviors exhibited toward disruptive elementary-age
children by physical education teachers who received
instruction and supervision in CAFIAS and DAC and by those
teachers who received conventional supervisory feedback'
AssumPtions of Studv
The following assumptions were made for the purpose of
this study:
1. The coding of L2 physical education classes using
CAFIAS and DAC would yield valid data to test the hypothesis '
2. There was no collusion between the teachers in the
treatment and control groups relative to this study.
3. The 8 days of instruction and supervi-sion in cAFIAS
and DAC were adequate time in which to learn and to practice
these behaviors.
Definition of Terms
The following terms were operationally defined for the
purpose of this studY:
I. Certified elementary physical educator is a teacher
who has successfully completed, at an accredited institution,
a professional preparation program in the field of physical
education.
2. Interaction analysis is an observational technique
that records the frequency of teacher-pupil interpersonal
behaviors (Amidon & Hough, L9671.
3. Flanders' Interaction Analvsis Svstem (FIAS) is an
objective system specifically designed to analyze the verbal
interaction between teachers and students as it occurs in the
classroom (Amidon & Flanders, 197I).
4. Cheffers' Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction Analvsis
Svstem (CAFIAS) is a validated extension of FIAS, developed to
record verbal and nonverbat behaviors and specifically
designed for use in describing teacher-pupil interactions in
physical activity settings (Cheffers, Amidon, & Rodgers , L974't
(Appendix A) .
5. The Dvadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC) is a validated
modification of CAFIAS that provides a method for recording
7and analyzLng interactions between a teacher and an individual
student or sma1l group of students (Martinek & Mancini, L979).
6. Direct teachinq behavior is teacher behavior which
timits the activity of students in the class. This includes
information-giving, direction-giving, and criticism of
students'ideas or actions (Amidon & Flanders, l97I).
7. Indirect teachinq behavior is teacher behavior which
encourages students' freedom to respond. This includes
accepting students' feelings, praising students' ideas and
actions, and using questions to elicit student input (Amidon &
Flanders, I97I ) .
8. Disruptiye student is a student who in the opinion
of the teacher consistently exhibits behavior that is
considered to be undesirable for effective learning in the
gymnasium.
9. Elementary school level is grades kindergarten through
s ix.
10. Phase One refers to the 3-day pre-treatment phase in
which baseline data were collected for each subject.
1I. Phase Two refers to the 8-day treatment phase in
which subjects in the control group received conventional
supervisory feedback and subjects in the treatment group
received supervisory feedback using CAFIAS and DAC.
This involved the videotaping of six consecutive classes.
L2. Phase Three refers to the data collection phase in
which each subject was videotaped once a day for 3 consecutive
days.
I3. Conventional feedback is instruction related to
general teaching methodology and problems encountered with
the whole class or specific students while teaching.
L4. CAFIAS feedback is instruction related to CAFIAS
categories and teacher-pupil interactions. This systematic
feedback was given about the teachers' behaviors toward the
whole class.
15. DAC feedback is instruction related to CAFIAS
categories and teacher-pupi1 interactions toward individual
children.
Delimitations of Studv
The following vrere the delimitations of this study:
I. The subjects vrere elementary physical education
teachers from the central New York area.
2. OnIy 3 hours of instruction and supervision in CAFIAS
and DAC were used in this studY-
3. CAFIAS and DAC were the only interaction analysis
systems used in this studY.
Limitations of Studv
The foll.owing were the limitations of this study:
I. The findings may only be valid for elementary
physical education teachers similar to those who participated
in this investigation.
2. A different amount of time devoted to instruction
and supervision in CAFIAS and DAC may yield different findings.
3. The findings related to the observed teaching
behaviors may only be valid when CAFIAS and DAC are used.
Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The review of literature related to this study was
focused on the following areas: systematic observation in
physical education, dyadic interaction analysis, disruptive
behavior, and self-fulfilling prophecy. A summary is also
provided.
Svstematic Observation in Phvsical Education
For almost 5O years researchers in education have been
examining teacher-student interactions in the classroom
(A11ard , Lg79l. However, prior to L970, few instruments had
been developed for systematically recording interaction
patterns in physical education classes. RecognizLng this
fact, Anderson (1975) and his associates constructed a
videotape databank for descriptive-analytic research.
Videotapes of 83 elementary and secondary physical education
classes from 60 different schools were included. A number
of researchers (Anderson, L975; Costello, L977; Fishman,
Lg| 5; Hurwitz , lg7 5; Laubach , L97 5; Irlorgenegg , L97 8; Tobey ,
]1g75) used the databank to devetop observation systems. The
databank videotapes were first analyzed by Anderson ( 1975 )
using the Occurrence of Physical Activities, a system designed
to record various types of physical activities and the tirne
they occurred. Findings from this study showed that movement
education activities were rare, calisthenics were still the
9
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most common activity, and team activities vrere predominant
over individual activities-
Fishman ( 1975 ) developed an augmented feedback system to
describe the feedback given by teachers to students as they
acquired motor skiIIs. Tobey (I975) modified the Fishman
( 1975 ) system in order to analyze the occurrence of augmented
feedback in physical education classes. He found that most
feedback was directed to a single student rather than toward
a group of students, and most teachers relied heavily on
verbal feedback. Tobey (f975) concluded feedback was an
important and frequently used element in the acquisition of
motor skilIs.
Hurwitz (1975) designed a system, Teachers' Role in the
Learning Activity Process (TRI-LASP), to record the verbal
information teachers provided for students in choosing the
content within the class. Laubach (1975) developed a system
called BESTPED, dD acronym for Behavior of Students in Physical
Education, to describe the behavior of students. CosteIlo
(Lg77l also used BESTPED to describe the.behavior of I93
students in varj-ous physical education classes. The
pedagogical moves of students and teachers were studied by
Morgenegg (1978), utilizing 40 videotapes from the databank.
Researchers have used various interaction analysis
systems to examine the teaching behaviors of elementary and
secondary physical education teachers. The Rankin
Interaction Analysis System (Rankin, L975\ was designed to
measure the verbal and nonverbal interaction patterns of
ll
student teachers and their students in elementary physical
education classes.
used mostly as a teacher training tool, the FIow of
Teacher Operational Procedures (FOTOP) was developed by
Johnson ( 1975 ) . The FOTOP-modeI was intended to assist
physical education teachers in organLzLng their instructional
procedures more effectively.
Short 1L976) developed the Competency Indicator for
Secondary Physical Educators to be used by department heads
for measuring the competencies of secondary physical education
teachers. The Physical Education Teachers' Professional
Functions Instrument was used by Barrette (L977 ) to investigate
the occurrence, distribution, and length of teachers' behaviors
in 40 elementary and secondary physical education classes.
siedentop and Hughley ( I975 ) developed the ohio state
University Teacher Behavior Rating Sca1e. Several studies
examining the teacher behavior of physical educators have
been completed under the direction of Daryl siedentop.
Cramer (1978), Hutslar (L977), and Stewart (I978)
used the rating scale for research in the modification of
student teachers' behaviors- Hutslar (L9771 studied the
effects of training cooperating teachers in applied behavior
analysis on student behavior in physical education. He
concluded that cooperating teachers were able to change
selected teaching behaviors of their student teachers.
Cramer ( 1978 ) conducted a study resembling that of Hutslar
(Lg77l and obtained similar conclusions. Stewart (I978)
L2
analyzed the teaching behaviors of physical educators in
their natural environment. Results showed that positive
teacher behavior increased with the increase in years of
teaching experience, and a significant correlation was
observed between positive feedback and positive modeling.
Another instrument used in the physical education setting
is Academic Learning Time-PhysicaI Education (ALT-PE). This
instrument was developed by Siedentop, BirdweLl, and Metzler
(1979) at The Ohio state university. Birdwell (I980),
Metzler ( I98O ) , and Whaley ( 1980 ) used ALT-PE to study
teacher effectiveness in pubtic school physical education
classes.
The Flanders Interaction Analysis System (FIAS) (Flanders,
1960 ) has been one of the most widely used systems for
categorizing verbal behavior occurring in the classroom.
Amidon and Simon ( 1965 ) suggested that Flanders' system was
poputar because it is easy to learn, provides objective
feedback, and gives additional insight into teaching behavior-
FIAS contained IO categories which were further divided into
three major divisions: teacher talk, student talk, and
silence or confusion. Teacher talk was further divided into
direct and indirect approaches. Student talk was divided into
predictable response categories -
The use of FIAS was limited in the area of physical
education primarily because it only described verbal
interaction. Since much of the activity in the gymnasium is
nonverbal aS well as verbal, there was a need to develop a
I3
system that could measure both verbal and nonverbal behaviors-
One of the first attempts to measure nonverbal activity was
made by Galloway ( 1963 ) . He found it difficult to design an
effective method to describe nonverbal interactions.
More successful systems for measuring nonverbal behavior
have been the result of various modifications of the Flanders'
system. Dougherty (I971) added an additional category,
meaningful nonverbal behavior, to record purposeful, nonverbal
activity occurring in the physical education class. He also
subdivided the teacher talk categories into interaction with
the entire group and interaction with an individual by placing
an trirr subscript in the appropriate category whenever the
teacher was speaking to an individual rather than an entire
group. tlelograno (197I) placed an rrnrr beside every coding of
a nonverbal behavior.
Cheffers (L972) felt that the majority of the
modifications of FIAS had shown very Iittle evidence
of validity and reliability. In an effort to remediate these
shortcomings, Cheffers developed the Cheffers' Adaptation of
Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS). This system
provided the validity and reliability that had been Iacking
in most nonverbal physical education systems up to this point.
This system consisted of IO nonverbal counterparts to each of
Flanders original lO categories. In addition to recording
verbal and nonverbal teacher-student behavior, CAFIAS provided
for the description of overall class structure (who1e or part)
and the teaching agency (teacher, student, or environment)'
L4
Since its development by Cheffers (L972), CAFIAS has been
used in various types of studies in physical education.
Mancini l:-g74) compared two decision-making models employed
in a human movement program at the elementary level on
studentsr attitudes and interaction analysis patterns ' The
data shovred that when given the opportunity to share in the
decision-making process in a human movement program, children
exhibited increased enjoyment of the program, increased
initiative, and contributed more to the class. Positive
interactions betvreen the students and their teachers also
increased.
Martinek (1g75l used CAFIAS to verify different teaching
models in his study of the effects of horizontal and vertical
models of teaching on the development of specific motor
skills and self-concept in elementary students. Martinek
( 1976 ) found that when the children participated in the
decision-making process positive interactions between the
students and their teachers increased as did student
initiative. Greater student contribution was also recorded.
Lydon ( 1978 ) confirmed the findings of Mancinl (L97 4l and
Martinek (L9751 in a study which examined the effects of two
decision-making teaching models on the development of self-
concept and body coordination of elementary children.
Batchelder ( I975 ) developed the Teacher Questionnaire on
Objectives which she used in conjunction with CAFIAS to
compare the process objectives of elementary school teachers
in EngIish, math, and physical education classes. Batchelder
15
( I975 ) found that more direct behavior occurred in physical
education classes, and the teacher was the teaching agent for
more than 908 0f the time in all classes observed.
Getty (Lg77l, Hendrickson (I975), Keilty (I975),
Rochester (Lg76l, and vogel (1975) used CAFIAS as a part of
the training program in the preparation of pre-service
physical education teachers. They found that teachers who
received instruction in and supervisory feedback utilizing
CAFIAS showed more indirect behaviors than those teachers who
did not receive instruction in CAFIAS. The teachers exhibited
more praise and acceptance of their students' efforts, used
more questions to elicit student input, and provided them
vrith more information. They exhibited Iess criticism and
dj-rection-giving than those teachers vrho did not receive
systematic supervi-sory feedback. Their students also exhibited
more interpretive responses and more initiative behaviors.
Chef f ers and ivlancini ( I978 ) used CAFIAS to analyze
teacher-student interaction patterns of 40 elementary and 43
secondary physical education classes, videotapes of which
were collected as part of the databank project by Anderson
( 1975 ) . They found that for both the elementary and secondary
teachers the most predominant behaviors were teacher lecture
and direction-giving.
Lombardo 1L979) and Stevens (L9791 studied teacher
behavior on a day-to-day basis. They found that instruction
in CAFIAS increased the amounts of teacher praise, acceptance
of studentst ideas and actions, nonverbal questions, and
16
empathetic behavior.
Martinek and l"lancini (I979) modified CAFIAS to measure
the dyadic interactions between the teacher and a particular
student. They were concerned that many of the interactions
between the teacher and a particular student were overlooked-
Through the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC), the
interactions between the teacher and a specific student could
be observed. The coding procedures were similar to those for
CAFIAS, except the only interaction that was coded was that
which took place between the teacher and a single student or
a small group of no more than four students.
Dvadic Interaction Analvsis
One of the earliest dyadic interaction systems used in
education was developed by Brophy and Good ( 1970 ) . They
reported there were many aspects of classroom interaction
which could be recorded as dyadic interaction. Based on the
premise that teachers treat individual students differently,
Brophy and Good ( 1970 ) developed the Teacher-Child Dyadic
Interaction System to analyze how the student functions in
the classroom and how the teacher and student interact with
each other. They stated the system was useful to teachers
because it could provide them with feedback concerning their
differential treatment toward male and female students and
minority groups. Another benefit noted was that the system
could help teachers recognize which students received IittIe
or no recognition and which students received primarily
negative comments. This instrument was also used to
?
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prov■de superv■sors w■th information that they could use ■n
pos■tive manner to Change teachers' behav■or.
Brophy and Good (1970)used their dyadic System to
investigate the relationship between teacher expectations and
achievement of first-grade students. Results indicated that
teachers demanded better achievement and were more likely to
praise students who were designated aS high achievers. In
contrast, teachers were more likeIy to accept poor performance
from low expectancy students and were less likely to praise
good performance from these students vrhen it occurred' lVhen
Iow expectancy students could not answer a question, the
teacher either answered the question for them or called on
someone eIse, whereas with high expectancy students they either
repeated or rephrased the question. Other investigations
(Cornbleth, Davis, & Button, L972i Good, Sikes, & Brophy,
lg72; Jeter & Davis , 1972i Mendoza, Good, & Brophy, L9721
conducted at the junior and senior high school levels supported
the findings of the original study by Brophy and Good ( 1970 ).
Evertson, Brophy, and Good (L9721 replicated the original
study of Brophy and Good ( 1970 ) . In contrast to the findings
of Brophy and Good, they found that, in general, teachers
treated high and low achievers equally. Many researchers
(Brophy, Evertson, Harris, & Good, L973i Evertson, Brophy, &
Good, L973; lrleinstei-n, 1976 ) have concurred with the finding
of Evertson et aI. (L9721 that teachers do not treat high and
low achievers differently.
Hillman and Elliot (1979) used the Brophy-Good system to
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analyze the behavior of teachers in integrated public schools
in Detroit. The results indicated that teachers interacted
more often with males than females and more frequently with
black students than white students. White teachers interacted
more frequently with their students than black teachers.
Although female teachers had a higher rate of instructional
activity than male teachers, the researchers concluded that
both male and female teachers acted in similar ways with their
students.
Martin and Ke1ter ( 1975 ) examined the observed and
perceived student-teacher dyadic interactions in 30 classrooms.
They found that teachers were unable to accurately estimate
the number of dyadic contacts that occurred during the day.
Crowe (I979) used the Brophy-Good System to investigate
the effects of teacher expectations on the behavior of high
and low expectancy junior high school students based on
Rosenthal's (I974l' Four-Factor theory. Crowe (L979) added the
variable touch as the fifth factor to Rosenthal's four factors
of climate, feedback, output, and input. Results showed that
high achievers were asked more questlons, received more
attention and more opportunities to respond, were given more
praise, and were taught more new material than students
designated as row achievers. These findings indicated that
students are treated differently according to their teacher's
expectations of them.
oien ( 1979 ) used the rndividualized Teacher Behavior
Analysis System ( fTBAS ) to determine if teacher,s behavior
t9
toward an individual student is related to the teacher's
perception of skiII performance, class participation, student's
personality, and student's gender. The results showed that
boys received more praise and encouragement' questions'
directions, and criticism than did girls'
Martinek and Johnson (I979) utilized DAC to investigate
the effects of teacher expectations on teacher-student
interactions and the development of the self-concept of
elementary-age children in a physical education setting' The
results showed that expected high achievers received more
encouragement, acceptance of ideas, and analytic-type
questions from their teachers. Expected high achievers also
had significantly higher self-concepts than students designated
as low achievers. These results were in agreement with those
of Crowe ( 1979 ).
Reisenweaver(1980)utilizedDACtocomparetheteaching
behaviors of l5 secondary female physical education teachers
with high-skilIed and low-skilled students. Streeter's ( 1980 )
study paralleled Reisenweaver's except Streeter examined the
dyadic interactions of 15 male secondary physical educators.
fn both studies, the teacherst interactions with the high-
skilled group showed significantly more acceptance of students'
ideas and actions, praise, questioning, and information-giving.
There was also more student interpretive responses and student
initiated behaviors. rnteractions with the row-skirled group
showed significantly more teacher direction and criticism and
more predictable responses on the part of students. These
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results were in agreement with those found by crowe ( 1979 ) and
Martinek and Johnson (L9j9l.
Devlin ( 1979 ) was interested in determining if disruptive
elementary-age children, who were taught specific contingency
management ski11s, could al-ter their physical education
teacher's direct behavior. Devlin also wanted to determine
what effects the Iearning of contingency management skiIls
would have on the self-concept of these students. DAC was
utilized to aSSesS teacher-student interactions, and the
Martinek-Zaichkowsky SeIf-Concept Scale was used to measure
the students' self-concept. Findings indicated that training
disruptive students in specific contingency management skills
v/as successful in altering physical education teachers' direct
teaching behavior (Iecture, directions, and crj-ticism) to more
indirect behavior (praise, encouragement, use of studentsr
ideas, and questioni.g). Students who were taught contingency
management skills showed more independence, initiated more
positive behaviors, and responded rvith more interpretation to
the indirect behavior of their teachers. The self-concept of
the disruptive students in the treatment group was favorably
influenced.
Hoffman ( 1981 ) and Boyes ( 198I ) both used DAC to examine
coaches' interactions with their athletes. Hoffman ( rggr )
investigated the interaction behavi-or patterns of collegiate
varsity lacrosse coaches with high-skilred and row-ski1led
athletes. The subjects were one mare and one female head
racrosse coaches and ro high-skilred and lo row_skirred
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players from each team. The results indicated that the male
and female coaches interacted more with the high-ski1led
athletes than the low-skilled athletes-
Boyes ( I98I ) investigated the behaviors of NCAA Division
III college football coaches as they interacted with athletes
of different athletic abilities. The results showed minimal
differences in the interaction patterns between the coaches
and their starting and non-starting athletes.
Many researchers have used dyadic interaction systems to
investigate teachers' differential treatment of students. To
date, only Devlin (1979) has used DAC to examj-ne teachers'
behaviors toward disruptive children. Numerous methods have
been used by teachers to deal with disruptive behavior in the
classroom and the gYmnasium.
Disrupti-ve Behavior
Verbal and physical aggression, talking out of turn, high
rate of talking, calling out, noncompliance with instructions,
and out-of-seat behavior would all faIl under the general
heading of disruptive classroom behavior. Klein, Hapkwick,
and Rodin ( 1973 ) stated that many students often display
behaviors that faII into this category. They claimed that
disruptive inappropriate behaviors were only one of several
types of inappropriate social behaviors that were observed in
the classroom. other types of inappropriate behaviors included
failure to interact with peers, avoidance of certain
activities and games, and the lnabirity to cooperate with
classmates. various approaches have been used by teachers to
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manage disruptive students. one approach to managing
disruptive students that has been examined is the use of
rej-nforcement techniques to modify disruptive behaviors'
Several researchers (Becker, Madsen, Arnold, & Thomas,
Lg67; Madsen, Baker, & Thomas, L968i Thomas, Becker, &
Armstrong, 1968) attempted to reduce disruptive student
behavior through the use of contingency management techniques
by systematically varying the behaviors of elementary school
teachers. Thomas et aI. ( 1968 ) found that each time teacher
approval was withdrawn, disruptive student behavior increased'
!{hen the teacher's disapproving behaviors were tripled, the
rate of disruptive behavior increased. Thomas et a}' (1968)
concluded that the manner in which teachers respond to their
students can create behavior problems in their classroom.
Becker et aI. (1967) studied five classroom teachers,
each with two problem children in his/her class. The teachers
were asked to follow a prograrn that involved praising
appropriate classroom behaviors and ignoring disruptive
behaviors. They found that most of the problem children
showed significant improvements in classroom behavior from
the contingency management program.
l{adsen et aI. (I968) noted that certain controls were
Iacking in the Becker et aI. (L9671 study. Teachers in the
Becker et aI. (L9671 study were participating in a behavior
theory seminar during the correction of data. He stated it
was 1ikely that some chirdren improved during baseline
because some teachers probabry appried what they were rearning
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from the seminar. Additiona1ly, Ivladsen et aI. (1968) pointed
out that Becker et aI. (1957) did not record teacher behavior
under experimental conditions. t4adsen et a1. (1968) attempted
to correct the controls which were lacking in Becker's et aI.
(1967) study. The experiment consisted of the teachers
introducing ru1es, praising appropriate behaviors, and ignoring
inappropriate behaviors. The children, one from a kindergarten
class and trvo from a second grade class, who were considered
behavior problems were observed 3 days per week, 20 minutes
per day. Samples of teachers' and studentst behaviors were
recorded. Madsen et al. (1958) concluded that a combination
of ignoring inappropriate behavior and praising appropriate
behavior was found to be very effective in achieving better
classroom behavior.
Whitley and SuIzer ( I970 ) implemented role-playing to
reduce disruptive behavior at the elementary level. The
subjects were a fourth-grade teacher and one mal_e student.
The student spoke out-of-turn and had difficulty staying
seated. The teacher was instructed, through role-praying, to
ignore inappropriate behavior and to recognize the child onry
when he remained seated or raised his hand before speaking
out. The findings reveared that the student's behavior
improved substantialry, showing a decrease in disruptive
behavior a10ng with an increase in desirabr-e behavior.
young (Lg, 4) was interested in the effect of reinforcement
contlngencies on behavior and skil1 acguisition of second_grade children in a physical education cLass. An observational
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technique, Placheck, was used to record the appropriate
behaviors of students at specified intervals. Students were
divided into two teams within the c1ass. Each time a horn
sounded and every member of the group was behaving
appropriately, that team was awarded points. The team that
won the most points was awarded an extra physical educaiion
class at the end of each week. Young lL97 4l concluded that
appropriate behaviors in the gymnasium were increased due to
the positive reinforcement.
Thompson, BrasselI, Persons, Tucker, and RoIlins (L974)
trained 14 teachers to praise appropriate classroom behaviors
and ignore disruptive behaviors. The treatment and control
groups showed similar behaviors during the pretest period.
During the posttest period children in the treatment group
t{ere half as disruptive as the control group, and they were
more involved in assigned tasks -
Ryan 1L975) instituted a school-wide behavior modification
program based on contingency management principles to reduce
disruptive student behavior. The students were predominantly
black students in the first through the sixth grades. The
treatment consisted of behavior modification through the use
of positive reinforcers. Disruptive student behaviors were
monitored daily and tabulated every I0 days for a total of L7
observation periods. An opinionnaire was administered to
aII school personnel at the conclusion of the school year.
The findings revealed that there lvas general agreement among
staff members as to the success of the program, improvement
??
?
?
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of student behavior, and motivation of student behavior by
ret{ard incentives. Increased peer support for positive
student behavior, increased student respect for school
personnel, and parent support for the program were also
reported by Ryan (L976\.
Researchers have used CAFIAS and DAC in studies
examining the use of elementary children as the modifiers of
teacher behavior. Pratt (1975) used CAFIAS to examine the
use of elementary chitdren as the modifiers of teachers'
behavior and found that students were able to influence their
teachers' direct behavior to a more indirect nature. Doenges
( 1975 ) used CAFIAS to examine the effects of training
disruptive elementary students in contingency management
skills to alter their respective physical education teachers'
direct behavior. Doenges (1976) concluded that the training
of disruptive students in contingency management skil1s was
effective in modifying teachers' behaviors. At the conclusion
of the investigation, teachers exhibited greater praise,
encouragement, and acceptance of studentsr ideas,
contributions, and feelings. Devlin lL979l utilized DAC to
determine if training disruptive elementary chirdren in
contingency management ski1ls could affect the behavior of
their physical education teachers. similar to Doenges (Lg7Gl,
Devlin (L979l, arso found that training disruptive students in
specific contingency management skills was successful_ in
altering physical education teachers' direct teaching behavior
to more indirect teaching behavior.
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Researchers have examined the various approaches that
teachers can use to mcdify disruptive students' behaviors.
Another factor that needed to be consj-dered in managing
disruptive students was the creation of self-fulfilling
prophecies.
Self -Fulf i1linq Prophecv
Iiartinek and Johnson ( 1979 ) defined the self-fulfilling
prophecy as an expectation which initiates a series of events
that causes the original expectation or prediction to come
true. Rosenthal and Jacobson's (1968) book, Pvqmalion in the
Classroom, presented the famous "Oak School" experiment,
designed to test the hypothesis that teacher expectations for
student achievement would function as self-fulfilling
prophecies. Their results supported the self-fulfilling
prophecy concept. Educators and researchers have further
explored the influence of teacher expectancy on student
achievement.
Brophy and Good ( 1970 ) used their Teacher-Child Dyadic
Interaction System to investigate the relationship between
teacher expectations and pupil achievement of first grade
students. The researchers found that teachers demanded better
performances and were more likely to praise the student for
whom they had higher expectations. When low expectancy
students could not answer a question, the teacher either
answered the question for them or called on someone else,
whereas with high expectancy students they either repeated or
rephrased the question.
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Brophy and Good (L9741 reviewed over 50 studies dealing
with the question of teacher expectancy effects and concluded
that work done by a large number of investigators, using a
variety of methods, established that teacher expectancies can
and do function as self-fulfilling prophecies. It was the
belief of these investigators that if expectancy effects
occurred and operated in the classroom, then they may also
be evident in the gymnasium even though the nature of the
activity is different.
Chaiken, Sigler, and Derlaga lL974l videotaped simulated
tutorial sessions to study nonverbal expectation. Results
showed that those teachers who thought they were interacting
with the bright students smiled and nodded their heads more
often than teachers interacting with slow students. These
findings were supportive of an earlier study by Kester and
Letchworth (L9721 who induced expectations in secondary
teachers and recorded their nonverbal behavior in the classroom.
They concluded that classroom observers found teachers most
supportive and accepting toward the designated brighter
students.
Rothbart, Dalfen, and Barrett (1975) were interested in
determining if teachers behaved differently toward ,,bright,,
students than toward "du,1" students. They observed the
teachers' allotment of time between ',bright,, and ,,dulr_,,
students, the amount of encouragement directed toward the twogroups, and the resulting verbal 0utput of the ,,bright,, and
"du11" students- Their results indicated that the teachers
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spent more time attending to the high expectation ( "bright" )
group than the low expectation ( "dull" ) group. No significant
difference was found between the amount of positive
reinforcement given to the "bright" students and the "dulI"
students.
Several researchers (DevIin, L979; Ivlartinek & Johnson,
LgTg; Reisenweaver, I980; Streeter, I980) used DAC to study
teacher expectation in the physical education setting. The
results from these studies indicated that students are treated
differently according to the expectations of the teachers.
Crowe (Lg7g) used the Brophy-Good System and obtained similar
results.
Martinek ( 198I ) used DAC to study the effects of physical
attractiveness on teacher expectations and specific teacher-
student interactions in the physical education setting.
Results showed that highly attractive students were expected
to do better in physical performance and to be more socially
integrative with peers than less attractive students. It was
shown that highly attractive students in the sixth grade
received more acceptance of their ideas from their teachers
than the students in the lower grades.
Summarv
Educational researchers have been investigating teacher-
student interactions for 50 years. Various interaction
analysis systems have been developed to systematicaLly observe
and code teachers as they interact with their students.
cheffers (L9721, cognizant of the rack of adequate observational_
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systems available for recording and analyzi-ng the verbal and
nonverbal behavior patterns of teacher-student interactions
in physical education, developed CAFIAS- A number of
researchers have used CAFIAS to describe, analyze, and modify
teacher-pupil interactions in the physical education setting.
Brophy and Good ( 1970 ) were pioneers of research
describing and analyzing teacher behavior as it is directed
toward individual students; they developed the Teacher-ChiId
Dyadic Interaction System (also known as the Brophy-Good
System) to describe dyadic interactions. Researchers using
the Brophy-Good (1970) system have had mixed results (Brophy
et aI., 1973; Brophy & Good, L970; Cornbleth et dI-, L972i
Evertson et aI., L972, L973i Good et aI., 1972i Jeter & Davis,
I972; I{endoza et dI., L972; trleinstein, L9761 .
The DAC system developed by Martinek and Mancini (L979)
was a modification of CAFIAS designed to measure the dyadic
interactions between the teacher and a particular student.
DAC has been used to study teacher and coach expectations in
the physicar education setting by several researchers (Boyes,
198r; Devlin, LgTgi Hoffman, 1gg1; Martinek & Johnson, Lglg;
Rei-senweaver, rgg0; streeter, 1gg0). with the exception of
Boyes's (r98r) study where minimar differences were found, the
resurts of these studies have indicated that students and
athletes were treated differentiarly according to the
expectations of their teachers and coaches. These results
were also obtained by Crowe (lg?g) using the Brophy_Good
System.
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Several studies investigating classroom behavior have
shown conclusive evidence that teacher attention in the form
of praise and support resulted in an increase in positive
student behavior. Pratt (1975) and Doenges (1976) used CAFIAS,
and Devlin (L9791 used DAC to examine the use of elementary
children as the modifiers of teachers' behavior. The results
of these studies showed that training disruptive students in
contingency management skills was successful in altering
physical education teachers' direct behavior to more indirect
teaching behavior.
The self-fulfilling prophecy as defined by t"lartinek and
Johnson ( 1979 ) was an expectation which initiates a series of
events that causes the original expectation or prediction to
come true. Many researchers have established that teacher
expectancies can and do function as self-fulfilling prophecies.
It was the beLief of Brophy and Good (I97 4l that if expectancy
effects occur in the classroom, then they may also be evident
in the gymnasium. Since L974, several researchers (Crowe,
L979; Devrin, 1979i l{artinek & Johnson, 1979i Reisenweaver,
I980; Streeter, 1980) have concluded that students are treated
differentry according to the expectations of the teachers in
the physical education setting.
Chapter 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
This chapter outlines the methods and procedures that
were utilized for the gathering of data for this investigation.
This chapter is divided into nine sections: the selection of
subjects, testing instruments, procedure, method of data
collection, validity of investigator's coding, coder
reliability, Scoring of data, treatment of data, and summary.
Selection of Subiects
The subjects for this investigation were four certified
elementary physical educators from the central New York area.
The investigator received each subject's permission to
participate in this study through the use of an informed
consent form (Appendix B). Subjects vrere randomly assigned
to either the control or treatment group. AII four teachers
were asked to identify three children in one class who were
disruptive. The criteria used for identifying them as
disruptive was that their behavior was considered undesirable
for effective learning in the gymnasium. The students did not
know they were identified as disruptive students. A parental
consent form was sent out to parents of the entire class
(Appendix C).
Testinq fnstruments
Cheffers' Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis
System (CAFIAS) (Cheffers, L972) and the Dyadic Adaptation
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of CAFIAS (DAC) (I,Iartinek & Mancini, L9791 were used to
measure the behaviors and interactj-on patterns in this study
(Appendix A). CAFIAS was developed primarily for physical
activity classes and objectively records verbal and nonverbal
behaviors, identifies specific teaching agencies and class
structure, and elaborates on student response behavior.
Behaviors were coded every 3 seconds or every time behavior
changed. The DAC system provided a method in which
interactions between a teacher and a single studentr or a
small group of studentsr frdY be recorded and analyzed. The
DAC categories and ground rules \^rere the same as CAFIAS. In
DAC, rather than coding every 3 seconds, behaviors were only
recorded when the teacher was interacting with specified
students.
Procedure
Each subject was videotaped teaching the same physical
education class for L2 consecutive days. The teachers were
asked to wear a wireless microphone during the videotaping.
The investigation was divided into three phases. During
Phase One, each teacher was videotaped teaching three classes
to obtain baseline data. Phase Two was the treatment phase
and included 8 days of feedback and the videotaping of six
classes. Three classes were videotaped for posttest data
collection during Phase Three.
During the treatment phase, teachers in the control group
received conventional supervisory feedback. This feedback
focused on aspects of class control, management, and
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organization; class structure; use of equipment and
facilities; and methodology. Feedback was also given regarding
the teachers' interactions. with the disruptive children. The
initial day of the feedback session was utilized to provide
an introduction and orientation to the feedback process. On
the 2nd day, the teachers received feedback regarding their
first 3 days of teaching during Phase One. During the next
5 days, the teachers were videotaped once a day and received
conventional supervisory feedback while reviewing their film
on the day following the videotaping.
During Phase Two teachers in the treatment group received
systematic supervisory feedback using CAFIAS and DAC. Their
videotapes from Phase One and Two were coded by the
investigator to provide information for the feedback sessions-
The teachers, during the initial feedback session, received a
short introduction to the concept of systematic observation
and the use of interaction analysis, specifically CAFIAS and
DAC, to objectively describe the behavior of the entire class
as weII as the behavior of individual students (i.e.,
disruptive students ) . This information was followed by an
explanation of the CAFIAS and DAC categories and the ground
rules of codingr dlt explanation and review of a sample of a
CAFIAS and DAC computer printout, and a discussion of the
effects of varying the class structure and the teaching agency.
Similar to the control group teachers, the treatment group
teachers during the next feedback session received feedback
regarding their teaching during Phase One. Six additional
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feedback sessions foltowed, each on the day following the
videotaping of a class. During each feedback session, each
teacher received the information generated from the
computerized printout of his/her videotaped class. This
feedback included the percentages for each behavior category
and for each interaction pattern. The teachers were given
information regarding their interactions with the whole class
as well as with the disruptive students. This information was
reviewed $rith each teacher by the investigator who aIso, while
watching the videotape with the teacher, pointed out and
illustrated specific behaviors and interaction patterns.
Method of Data Collection
Data for final analysis were obtained from the videotapes
of Phase One and Phase Three classes. The videotapes were
coded by the investigator using CAFIAS and DAC.
Validitv of the Investiqatorrs Codinq
In order to assess coder validity for this investigation,
one randomly selected class was coded by Dr. Victor H. l'lancini,
an expert coder in the use of CAFIAS, and by the investigator.
The top 10 interaction patterns were ranked and the Spearman
rank-order correlation was utilized.
Coder Reliabilitv
In order to estabtish coder retiability for this study
one class was randomly selected from the control group and
one class from the treatment group. Both of these classes
were coded at two different sittings and subjected to the
Spearman rank-order correlation to establish coder reliability.
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Scorinq of Data
The data collected from the coding of CAFIAS and DAC were
transferred onto computer cards for computer analysis. The
data were compiled into percentages for each of the 20 CAFIAS
and DAC categories and interaction patterns-
Treatment of Data
Descriptive statistics were used to determine whether
differences in teaching behavior toward the whole class and
toward the disruptive students, ds identified by CAFIAS and
DAC, existed between the treatment and control groups. The
computer scoring of CAFIAS and DAC yielded percentages for
each of the 20 CAFIAS and 20 DAC categories and interaction
patterns. Visual comparisons were made between the treatment
and control groups to determine the relative standings of both
groups and individuals on each of the variables during the
Phase One and Phase Three observation periods.
Summary
The subjects for this study vrere four certified elementary
physical education teachers from the central New York area.
They were randomly assigned to either the control or treatment
group. A11 four subjects were asked to identify three students
in one of their classes as being disruptive. Each teacher
was videotaped for L2 consecutive days while teaching his/her
class. During Phase One each subject was videotaped once a
day for 3 consecutive days in order to obtain baseline data.
Phase Two served as the training period for both the control
and treatment groups and included 8 days of feedback and the
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videotaping of six classes. The control group teachers
received conventional supervisory feedback while viewing their
tapes. The Lreatment group teachers received instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC while viewing their tapes. During
Phase Three each subject was videotaped once a day for 3
consecutive days. Data for final analysis were obtained from
the Phase One and Phase Three classes. The videotapes were
coded by a reliable coder trained in CAFIAS and DAC. The
CAFIAS system was used to record the interactions between the
teacher and the whole class, and the DAC system was used to
record the interactions between the teacher and the disruptive
students. The data collected from these codings were
transferred onto computer cards for computer analysis.
Computer analysis yielded percentages for the 20 CAFIAS and
20 DAC categories and for the interaction patterns-
Descriptive statistics were utilized to determine whether
differences in teaching behavior existed between the control
and treatment groups. Visua1 comparisons were made to
determine the relative standings of the control and treatment
groups on each of the CAFIAS and DAC categories and interaction
patterns during the Phase One and Phase Three observation
periods.
Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The effects of instruction and supervision in Cheffers'
Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS)
(Cheffers, 1972) and the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC)
(Martinek & Mancini, L979) on the teaching behavior of
elementary physical education teachers toward disruptive
chitdren were studied. The subjects were four elementary
physicat educators from the central New York area. CAFIAS
was used to measure the behaviors the teachers exhibited toward
their classes, and DAC was used to measure the behavj-ors of
the teachers toward their disruptive students. This chapter
includes a description of the combined behaviors for the
control group and treatment group teachers in the following
areas: percentage of behavior in each CAFIAS and DAC category,
and CAFIAS and DAC interaction patterns. In addition to the
combined profiles of the teachers, validity of investigator's
coding, coder reliability, a summary is included.
VaIidi!v of Investiqatorrs Codinq
In order to determine the validity of the investigator's
coding, one randomly selected videotaped class was coded by
Dr. Victor H. Mancinir drr expert coder in the use of CAFIAS,
and by the investigator. The top 10 interaction patterns were
ranked and then subjected to Spearman rank-order correlation
(see Appendix D). A correlation of .978 was found. This was
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considered an acceptable level of agreement to indicate that the
data were representative of data an expert coder would report.
Coder Reliabilitv
In order to determine coder reliability for this study,
two randomly selected videotaped classes, one from the control
group and one from the treatment group, were coded by the
investigator at two different observation sessions. The top
IO interaction patterns were ranked and then subjected to the
Spearman rank-order correlation technique (Appendix E). The
mean score of the correlation was .991 which was sufficient
to indicate that the coder was reliable-
Combined CAFIAS Profile: Pretest for
ControL and Treatment GrouPs
The control and treatment groups' percentages of behavior
in the CAFIAS categories for the pretest classes are compared
in Figure 1. There was litt1e difference between the two
groups in the amount of teacher verbal and nonverbal acceptance,
praise, criticism, questioning, and information. The
percentages of student verbal predictable behavior, verbal
and nonverbal initiated behavior, and student-to-student
nonverbal interaction were essentially similar. In the
treatment group there were more verbal and nonverbal direction-
giving, and more student nonverbal predictable response.
More student verbal and nonverbal interpretive behavior and
more student-to-student verbal interaction occurred in the
control group.
The most frequent interaction patterns and their
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percentages of occurrence for both the control and treatment
groups during the pretest classes are illustrated in Table t.
A descrj-ption of each pattern is given under each table. The
density of tallies in the ce1ls determined the predominant
teachers' and students t behaviors as well aS the Sequence of
those behaviors. The patterns for the control and treatment
groups during the pretest period were basically similar,
dominated by extended information-giving ( 5-5 ) ; extended
student-to-student interpretive behavior or game play
(\-I0-\) ; and teacher directions which required an extended
student predictable response followed by more teacher
directions (6-8-8-6).
The predominant patterns of behavior unique to the control
group were characterized as extended student interpretive
response ( S\-S'\) ; student initiated behavior which was
criticized by the teacher (9-71; and teacher information-
giving which led to interpretive student behavior followed by
more teacher information-giving (5-8\-5) .
The predominant patterns of behavior unique to the
treatment group were teacher information and directions which
required predictable student behavior followed by teacher
information-giving (5-6-8-5) ; and student interpretive behavior,
teacher directions, and more student interpretive behavior
( 8\-6-\) .
Combined CAFIAS Profile: Posttest for
Control and Treatment Groups
The control and treatment groups percentages of behavior
42
Summary of
Among
Table l
Most Frequent CAFIAS
Top 10 Cells for the
Interaction Patterns
Pretest Classes
???
?
?
?
?
?
Control Group Treatment Group
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
5-5
ヽ -10
10-8ヽ
8-8
ヽ
―
ヽ
6-8
9-7
5-8、
8、
「
5
8-6
15.49
12.27
11.80
8.43
6。84
4.27
2。75
2.51
2。49
2.21
6-8
5-5
8-8
8、
「
10
10-8ゝ
8-6
5-6
8-5
ヽ -6
6-8、
12。64
9.75
7.85
6。24
6.ll
6.ll
4.19
3.94
2.83
2.60
5-5
8、-10
10-ヽ
8-8
ヽ
―
ヽ
6-8
Interaction Pattern Description
Extended teacher information-giving.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction.
Extended student predictable behavior.
Extended student interpretive behavior.
Teacher direction followed by student predictable
response.
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Table 1 (continued)
9-7 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
5-8\ Teacher information-giving followed by student
interpretive behavior.
e\-5 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
8-6 Student predictable response followed by teacher
direction.
5-6 Teacher information-giving followed by teacher
direction.
8-5 Student predictable response followed by teacher
information-giving.
\-5 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
direction.
6-\ Teacher direction followed by student interpretive
behavior.
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in each CAFIAS category during the posttest classes are
compared in Figure 2. During the posttest period, obvious
differences were observed between the control and treatment
groups. The teachers in the treatment group exhibited more
verbal and nonverbal praise and acceptance toward their
students. The treatment group teachers gave their students
substantially more information. The students in the control
group received more criticism, had more student-to-student
verbal interactions, and exhibited a greater amount of
nonverbal predictable responses. Students in the treatment
group exhibited slightly more verbal and nonverbal interpretive
student behavior, whereas students in the control group
exhibited slightly more verbal student initiated behavior and
student-to-student nonverbal interaction.
Of the most frequent interaction patterns and their
percentages of occurrence, few were common to both the control
and treatment group during posttest classes ( see Table 2) .
These common patterns were extended teacher information-
giving ( 5-5 ); teacher directions which required predictable
student behavior ( 5-8 ) ; and extended student-to-student
interpretive behavior or game play (\-10-e\) .
The predominant interaction patterns unique to the
control group were extended predictable student response which
led to student initiated behavior which was forrowed by
teacher information (8-8-g-5); student initiated behavior
which was criticized by the teacher (9-71; teacher information-
giving which elicited student initiated behavior ( 5-9 ) ; and
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Summary
Among
?
? ??????
??
Table 2
the Most Frequent
Top 10 Cells for
Interaction Patterns
the Posttest Classes
Control Group Treatment Group
Interaction Percentage of
Patterns occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
10-8ゝ
ヽ -10
5-5
8-8
6-8
8-9
9-5
9-7
5-9
8-5
9。21
9.Ol
6.57
6.35
5。30
3。41
3.39
2.99
2。89
2.44
5-5
6-8
8、-2
5-8ゝ
ヽ ―ヽ
8、
「
3
10-8ヽ
ひ、-5
8ヽ
「
10
5-6
14。48
4。31
3。95
3。83
3。69
3.54
3.32
3。28
3.26
3.02
10-8、
♂ヽ -10
5-5
8-8
6-8
Interaction Pattern Description
Student-to-student interpretive interaction.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction.
Extended teacher information-giving.
Extended student predictable behavior.
Teacher direction followed by predictable student
response.
Student predictable behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
8-9
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Table 2 (continued)
9-5 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
information-giving.
g-7 student initiated behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
5-9 Teacher information-giving followed by student
initiated behavior.
g-5 student predictable behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
\-2 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
praJ-se.
5-\ Teacher information-giving followed by student
interpretive behavior.
\-8\ Extended student interpretive behavior -
A\-3 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
acceptance.
8\.-5 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
information-giving.
5-6 Teacher information-giving followed by teacher
directions.
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student predictable behavior followed by further teacher
information (8-5).
The predominant patterns unique to the treatment group
were student interpretive behavior which was praised by the
teacher ( 8:-2 ) ; teacher information-giving requiring extended
student interpretive response which was accepted by the
teacher ( 5-S:-8:-3 ) ; student interpretive response followed
by teacher information ( A:.-5 ) ; and teacher information followed
by teacher directions ( 5-5 ).
Combined CAFIAS Profile: Control
and Treatment Groups
The percentages of behavior in each CAFIAS category during
the pretest and posttest classes for the control group are
compared in Figure 3. Following conventional feedback to the
teachers in the control group, the behaviors they exhibited to
the entire class were the same as during the pretest classes
except for a moderate decrease in verbal information-giving.
The student behaviors revealed a decrease in verbal and
nonverbal interpretive behavior and verbal student-to-student
interaction. There was a moderate increase in student verbal
initiated behavior, nonverbal predictable behavior, and
student-to-student nonverbal interaction. The predominant
interaction patterns and their percentages of occurrence
during the pretest and posttest crasses for the contror group
are compared in Tabre 3. The patterns for the pretest and
posttest were basically similar, dominated by extended teacher
information-giving ( 5-5 ) ; followed by student-to-student
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Summary of the Most
Among the ToP
Table 3
Frequent CAFIAS
10 Ce■ls for the
Interaction Patterns
Control GrouP
Pretest
Interaction Percentage of
Patterns Occurrence
Posttest
Interaction Percentage of
Patterns Occurrence
5-5
8、-10
10-8、
8-8
ヽ
―
ヽ
6-8
9-7
5-8、
お、-5
8-6
15。49
12.27
11.80
8.43
6.84
4.27
2。75
2。51
2。49
2.21
10-8、
8＼-10
5-5
8-8
6-8
8-9
9-5
9-7
5-9
8-5
9。21
9。01
6.57
6.35
5.30
3.41
3。39
2。99
2。89
2。44
5-5
8、-10
10-8、
8-8
ヽ
―
ヽ
6-8
Interaction Pattern DescriPtion
Extended teacher information-giving.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction-
Extended student predictable behavior.
Extended student interpretive behavior.
Teacher direction followed by student predictable
response.
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Table 3 (continued)
9-7 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
5-A\ Teacher information-giving followed by student
interpretive behavior.
\-5 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
information-giving.
8-5 Student predictable response followed by teacher
direction.
8-9 Student predictable behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
9-5 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
information-giving.
5-9 Teacher information-giving followed by student
initiated behavior.
8-5 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
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interpretive interaction or game play ( \-I0-&\) ; teacher
direction which required extended student predictable response
( 5-8-8 ); and student initiated behavj-or which was criticized
by the teacher l9-7\.
The percentages of behavior in each CAFIAS category during
the pretest and posttest classes for the treatment group are
compared in Figure 4. In contrast to the control group, the
treatment group revealed many changes from pretest to posttest.
Following instruction and supervisi-on in interaction analysis
the teachers exhibited more verbal information and less verbal
and nonverbal directions. They asked more questions, gave
more verbal and nonverbal acceptance and praise, and used
Iess criticism than in the pretest classes. The student
behaviors revealed a decrease in verbal and nonverbal
predictable behavior, and verbal student-to-student interaction-
Increases were observed in student verbal and nonverbal
initiated behavior and nonverbal interpretive response. The
predominant interaction patterns showed a large decrease in
teacher direction-giving followed by student predictable
response ( 6-8 ) ( see Table 4 ) . The predominant patterns of
student extended predictable behavior followed by teacher
direction ( 8-8-6 ) and information-giving ( 8-8-5 ) changed to
extended student interpretive behavior which was praised
( \-\-2 ) and accepted ( 8\-S\-3 ) by the teacher -
Combined DAC Profile: Pretest for
Control and Treatment GrouPs
The control and treatment groups' percentages of behavior
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Summary of the
Among the
Table 4
Most Frequent CAFIAS
Top 10 Cells for the
Interaction Patterns
Treatment Group
Interaction
Patterns
Pretest
Percentage of
Occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
Posttest
6-8
5-5
8-8
8 -ヽ10
8-6
10-8、
5-6
8-5
8x-6
6-8、
12.64
9。75
7.85
6。24
6.ll
6.ll
4619
3。94
2.83
2。60
5-5
6-8
8 -ヽ2
5-8＼
ヽ―ヽ
8 -ヽ3
10-8、
ヽ -5
8x-10
5-6
14。48
4。31
3。95
3.83
3。69
3.54
3.32
3.28
3。26
3。02
6-8
5-5
8-8
8 -ゝ10
8-6
Interaction Pattern DescriPtion
Teacher direction followed by student predictable
response.
Extended teacher information-giving.
Extended student predictable behavior.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction-
Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
direction.
Student-to-student interpretive interaction.10-ヽ
5B
Table 4 (continued)
5-6 Teacher information-giving followed by teacher
direction.
8-5 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
\-6 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
direction.
6-e\ Teacher direction followed by student interpretive
behavior.
8\-2 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
praise.
5-8\ Teacher information-giving followed by student
interPretive behavior.
e\-8\ Extended student interpretive behavior'
g\-3 student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
acceptance.
8y5 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
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in each DAC category for the pretest classes are compared in
F igure 5. Visual analysis of the control and treatment
groups revealed many similarities. The amounts of teacher
verbal and nonverbal acceptance and praise, teacher nonverbal
questions and information-giving, student verbal predictable
behavior, student verbal and nonverbal interpretive behavior,
and student verbal and nonverbal interaction were similar.
The disruptive students in the treatment group received a
Iittle more verbal questions, verbal information, and nonverbal
directions from their teachers than the disruptive students
in the control group; whereas, the students in the control
group initiated more verbal behavior and received more verbal
and nonverbal criticism than the students in the treatment
group. The largest differences observed between the groups
were that the teachers in the treatment group gave more verbal
directions, and their students exhibited more nonverbal
predi-ctable behavior, whereas the students in the control
group exhibited more nonverbat initiated behavior.
The most frequent interaction patterns and their
percentages of occurrence for both the control and treatment
groups for the pretest classes are illustrated in Table 5.
The predominant interaction patterns common to both the
control and treatment groups were student initiated behavior
followed by teacher criticism, followed by more student
initiated behavior (9-7 -9 ) ; student predictable behavior
followed by student initiated behavior ( 8-9 ) ; and student
interpretive behavior followed by criticism ( e\-7 ) .
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Summary of the Most
Among the Top I0
Table 5
Frequent DAC Interaction Patterns
Cells for the Pretest Classes
Control Group Treatment Group
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
9-7
7-9
7-7
8-9
7-8、
ヽ …7
9-9
7-2
お、
「
9
7-8
24。17
15.30
5。10
4.43
3.55
3.33
3。33
2。88
2.88
2。44
6-8
9-7
8-6
4-8
8-9
7-9
8-8、
5-6
8-4
8、-7
13.60
7.32
5.86
3。97
3.56
3。35
3.14
2。93
2。93
2。93
9-7
7-9
7-7
8-9
Interaction
Student initiated
criticism.
Teacher criticism
behavior
Pattern Description
behavior followed by teacher
fo1lowed by student initiated
Extended teacher criticism.
Student predictable behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
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Table 5 (continued)
7-&\ Teacher criticism followed by student interpretive
behavior.
8\-7 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
9-9 Extended student initiated behavior.
7-2 Teacher criticism followed by teacher praise (teacher
constructive criticism) -
\-9 Student interpretive behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
7-B Teacher criticism followed by student predictable
behavior.
6-8 Teacher direction followed by predictable student
response.
g-6 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
direction.
4-8 Teacher use of questions followed by student
predictable response.
8-\ Student predictable behavior followed by student
interpretive behavior.
5-6 Teacher information-giving followed by teacher
direction.
8-4 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher use
of questions.
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The predominant patterns unique to the control group
were extended teacher criticism followed by student
interpretive behavior, followed by more criticism (7-7-Ar-7);
and extended student initiated behavior which was criticized
in a constructive manner (9-9-7-21. The sequence continued
with student interpretive behavior and student initiated
behavior which was criticized by the teacher, followed by
student predictable behavior (\-9-7-8).
The predominant patterns unique to the treatment group
$rere teacher directions requiring student predictable behavior
and followed by further teacher directions ( 5-8-5 ) ; teacher
questioning requiring predictable student response and
interpretive behavior ( 4-8-e\) ; and teacher information and
directions ( 5-6 ) which was followed by student predictable
behavior and teacher questions ( 8-4 ) .
Combined DAC Profile: Posttest for
Control and Treatment GrouPs
The percentages for the control and treatment groups'
behaviors during the posttest classes were compared in each
of the DAC categories ( see Figure 5 ) . Visual analysis of the
posttest classes revealed many differences and few similarities
between the control and treatment groups. In the treatment
group a little more nonverbal praise and verbal information-
giving were given. In the control group there were a
IittIe more nonverbal directions, nonverbal critici-sm, and
nonverbal student initiated behavior. The students in the
treatment group received more verbal and nonverbal acceptance
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from their teacher. In contrast, the students in the control
group received considerably more verbal criticism and
exhibited more nonverbal predictable behavior. Marked
differences were observed, in favor of the treatment group,
in the amount of verbal praise given, verbal questions asked,
and student nonverbal interpretive behavior. Distinct
differences were observed, in favor of the control group, in
the amount of teacher verbal direction-giving and student
verbal initiated behavior.
The most frequent interaction patterns and their
percentages of occurrence during posttest classes for both
the control and treatment groups are illustrated in Table 6.
Observation of the predominant interaction patterns revealed
many differences between the control and treatment groups
during the posttest classes. There were only two common
interaction patterns and these were extended teacher
information-giving (5-5) and teacher use of guestioning
followed by predictable student behavior ( 4-8 ) .
The predominant interaction patterns unique to the
control group were student initiated behavior which was
criticized by the teacher (9-71; and teacher directions which
required student predictable and student initiated behavior
which was criticized by the teacher, followed by student
initiated behavior, forlowed by teacher information and more
student initiated behavior (6-8-9-7-9-S-9). The pattern
continued with student predictable behavior followed by teacher
directions (8-6), and teacher criticism and direction (7-Gl.
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Summary of the Most
Among the ToP I0
Table 6
Frequent DAC
Cells for the
Interaction Patterns
Posttest Classes
Control Group Treatment Group
Interaction Percentage of
Patterns Occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
9-7
6-8
8-9
7-9
5-9
9-5
8-6
5-5
4-8
7-6
ll.13
9.19
6。13
5。97
5。81
5.32
3.55
2.90
2.74
2.58
ヽ -3
5-5
0、-2
9-3
5-8、
4-8
2-8、
4-8、
3-9
3-5
6。85
6。ll
5。19
4。81
4.63
4.44
4.26
4.07
3。70
3.52
9-7
6-8
8-9
Interaction Pattern Description
Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
Teacher directions followed by predictable student
response.
Student predictable behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
Teacher criticism followed by student initiated
behavior.
7-9
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Tab1e 6 (continued)
5-9 Teacher information-giving followed by student
initiated behavior.
9-5 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
8-6 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
di-rection.
5-5 Extended teacher information-giving.
4-8 Teacher use of questions followed by student
predictable response.
7-6 Teacher criticism followed by teacher direction.
8\-3 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
acceptance.
\-2 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
praise.
9-3 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
acceptance.
5-\ Teacher information-giving followed by student
interpretive behavior
2-\ Teacher praise followed by student interpretive
behavior.
4-\ Teacher use of questions followed by student
interpretive response.
3-9 Teacher acceptance forrowed by student initiated
behavior
3-5 Teacher acceptance folrowed by teacher information_
giving.
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The predominant patterns unique to the treatment group
were student interpretive behavior which was accepted ( \-3 )
and praised by the teacher (8\-2), which was followed by
student initiated behavior which was accepted by the teacher
( 9-3 ) . This was followed by teacher information and student
interpretive behavior which was praised by the teacher,
f ollowed by more student interpretive behavior ( 5-\-2-\l .
The sequence continued with teacher questioning which required
an interpretive student response which was accepted by the
teacher; followed by student initiated behavior which was
accepted by the teacher; and, finalIy, teacher information-
giving ( 4-e\-3-9-3-5) .
Combined DAC Profile: Control
and Treatment GrouPs
Following conventional feedback to the teachers in the
control group, changes \^rere noted in the behaviors teachers
exhibited to the disruptive students ( see Figure 7 I . There
was a slight decrease in verbal praise and a slight increase
in verbal acceptance, verbal questions, and nonverbal
directions. The teachers exhibited more verbal information
and directions, and less verbal and nonverbal criticism than
in the pretest classes. The students showed moderate
decreases in verbal interpretive behavior and in nonverbal
student initiated behavior. There was a moderate increase in
student initiated verbal behavior and in nonverbal predictable
behavior. The DAC interaction patterns also revealed some
changes (see Table 71. The dominant patterns were still
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Summary of the
Among the
Table 7
Most Frequent DAC Interaction Patterns
Top 10 Cells for the Control Group
Pretest Group Posttest Group
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
9-7
7-9
7-7
8-9
7-8、
8 -ヽ7
9-9
7-2
8、-9
7-8
24。17
15.30
5。10
4.43
3.55
3。33
3.33
2。88
2。88
2.44
9-7
6-8
8-9
7-9
5-9
9-5
8-6
5-5
4-8
7-6
llo13
9。19
6。13
5.97
5。81
5.32
3.55
2。90
2.74
2。58
9-7
7-9
7-7
8-9
工nteracttton
Student initiated
cr■t ttc■sm.
Teacher cr■ti ■sm
behav■or.
Pattern Description
behavior followed by teacher
followed by student initiated
Extended teacher criticism.
Student predictable behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
ITHACA COILEGE UBRATf
74
Table 7 (continued)
7-N. Teacher criticism followed by student interpretive
behavior.
&\-7 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
9-9 Extended student initiated behavior.
7-2 Teacher criticism followed by teacher praise (teacher
constructive criticism ) .
\-9 Student interpretive behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
7-8 Teacher criticism followed by student predictable
behavior.
6-8 Teacher direction followed by predictable student
response.
5-9 Teacher information-giving followed by student
initiated behavior.
9-5 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
information-giving .
8-6 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
direction.
5-5 Extended teacher information-giving.
4-8 Teacher use of questions followed by predictable
student response.
7-6 Teacher criticism followed by teacher direction-
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student initiated behavior which was criticized by the teacher,
followed by more student initiated behavior (9-7-9)i and
student predictable behavior followed by student initiated
behavior (8-9). The remaining patterns during the pretest
were dominated by teacher criticism, student interpretive
behavior, and student initiated behavior. These patterns
changed to teacher information followed by either further
information ( 5-5 ) or by student initiated behavior ( 5-9 ) ; and
teacher direction followed by student predictable response
( 6-S ) . Atthough there were changes in teachers' behaviors
toward the disruptive students in the control group, these
behaviors remained restrictive in nature.
In contrast to the control group, the teachers' behaviors
in the treatment group changed to nonrestrictive behaviors
( see Figure 8 ) . Fo}lowing instruction and supervision in
interaction analysis the teachers in the treatment group gave
more verbal and nonverbal acceptance and praise, and less
verbal and nonverbal criticism to the disruptive students.
The amount of verbal and nonverbal directions greatly
decreased, and the teachers gave more verbal information and
asked more questions of their disruptive students. In
response, the students exhibited more verbal and nonverbal
interpretive behavior and less nonverbal predictable behavior.
The interaction patterns for the treatment group aIl changed
except for the pattern of teacher questions which required
predictable student behavior (4-8) (see Table 8). The
predominant pretest interaction patterns were teacher
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Summary of the l,lost
Among the Top I0
Tab1e 8
Frequent DAC Interaction Patterns
CeIls for the Treatment Group
Interaction
Patterns
Pretest
Percentage of
Occurrence
Interaction
Patterns
Percentage of
Occurrence
Posttest
6-8
9-7
8-6
4-8
8-9
7-9
8-8、
5-6
8-4
8N-7
13.60
7.32
5.86
3。97
3.56
3.35
3.14
2。93
2。93
2。93
δ、-3
5-5
ヽ -2
9-3
5-8、
4-8
2-ヽ
4-8、
3-9
3-5
6.85
6.ll
5。19
4.81
4.63
4.44
4。26
4。07
3。70
3.52
6-8
9-7
8-6
Interaction Pattern Description
Teacher direction followed by student predictable
response.
Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
criticism.
Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
direction.
Teacher use of questions followed by predictable
student response.
4-8
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Table 8 (continued)
8-9 Student predictable behavior followed by student
initiated behavior.
7 
-9 Teacher criticism followed by student initiated
behavior.
8-8\ Student predictable behavior followed by student
interpretive behavior.
5-6 Teacher information-giving followed by teacher
directions.
8-4 Student predictable behavior followed by teacher
use of questions.
8\-7 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
critici sm.
\-3 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
acceptance.
5-5 Extended teacher information-giving.
\-2 Student interpretive behavior followed by teacher
praise.
9-3 Student initiated behavior followed by teacher
acceptance.
5-\ Teacher information-giving followed by student
interpretive behavior
2-\ Teacher praise followed by student interpretive
behavior.
4-\ Teacher use of guestions followed by student
interpretive response.
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Table 8 (continued)
3-9 Teacher acceptance followed by student initiated
behavior.
3-5 Teacher acceptance followed by teacher information-
giving.
8I
directions which required predictable student behavior ( 6-8 ) ,
followed by student initiated behavior which was criticized
by the teacher (9-71. The.remaining predominant interaction
patterns for the pretest classes were dominated by teacher
directions and criticism and student predictable and initiated
behaviors. These changed during the posttest classes to
extended information-giving ( 5-5 ) , followed by student
interpretive behavior which was accepted ( e\-3 ) and praised by
the teacher ( N-2 ) , followed by student initiated behavior
which was accepted by the teacher ( 9-3 ) . The remaining
predominant patterns during the posttest were dominated by
teacher questions and praise, and student interpretive and
initiated behaviors.
The results of the comparisons between the control and
treatment groups led to the rejection of the null hypothesis
which stated that there would be no significant differences
between the teaching behaviors exhibited toward disruptive
elementary-age children by physical education teachers who
received instruction and supervision in CAFIAS and DAC and by
those teachers who received conventional supervisory feedback.
Summary
varidity of investigator's coding was determined by one
randomly selected class being coded by Dr. Victor H. Mancini,
an expert coder in the use of cAFrAS, and by the investigator.
The top I0 interaction patterns were ranked and then subjected
to Spearman rank-order correlation (see Appendix D). The mean
of the correl-ation was .978. This was considered an acceptable
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Ievel of agreement to indicate that the data were representata-
tive of data an expert coder would report.
Coder reliability was determined by randomly selecting
one videotaped class from the control group and one from the
treatment group and subjecting them to two independent
codings. A Spearman rank-order correlation was applied to the
top IO cell concentrations for the two independent observations
(see Appendix E). A mean correlation of .991 indicated that
the coder in this investigation was re1iable.
Visual analysis of Figure I and Table I revealed that
the teachers in the control and treatment groups exhibited
similar behaviors and interactions with their classes during
the pretest period. However, visual analysis of Figure 2 and
Table 2 revealed obvious differences between the control and
the treatment groups during the posttest period. The students
in the control group gave more predictable responses, exhibited
more student initiated behavior which was criticized by the
teacher, and engaged in more student-to-student interpretive
interaction or game play. In contrast to the control group,
the teachers in the treatment group gave more information and
their students exhibited more interpretive behavior which was
accepted and praised by the teacher.
Visual analysis of Figure 3 and Table 3 revealed that
following conventional supervisory feedback, some changes
occurred in the control group teachers' interactions with the
entire class. However, their interactions remained
restrictive in nature. The behaviors and interaction patterns
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in the pretest and posttest control group classes vrere
dominated by teacher information, directions, and criticism.
The student behaviors rdere dominated by predictable behavior
and initiated behavior which was criticized by the teacher.
Student interpretive behavior decreased from pretest to
posttest classes; students in posttest classes exhibited
predictable and initiated behaviors which were handled in a
direct manner by the teacher. In contrast to the control
group, visual analysis of Figure 4 and Table 4 of the treatment
group revealed many changes occurred following systematic
supervisory feedback. The teachers gave less directions and
criticism to the students, gave more information, and asked
more questions of the cIaSS. The students responded with
interpretive and initiated behaviors which \^rere accepted and
praised by the teacher.
Visua1 analysis of Figure 5 and Table 5 revealed that
the control and treatment groups teachers' behaviors and
interaction patterns with disruptive students during the
pretest were dominated by student predictable behavior and
student initiated behavior which was criticized by the
teacher. The teachers in the treatment group asked more
questions and gave more information and directions to their
disruptive students, whereas the teachers in the control
group gave more criticism to their disruptive students. The
students in the control group initiated more behavior and the
students in the treatment group exhibited more predictable
behavior. Though visual analysis reveals some differences in
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the pretest groups, all teachers were restrictive in nature.
However, during the posttest periods, Figure 6 and Table 6
revealed obvious differences between the control and treatment
groups teachers' behaviors and interaction patterns with the
disruptive students. The disruptive students in the control
group exhibited more student initiated behavior which was
criticized by the teacher, whereas the disruptive students in
the treatment group exhibited more student interpretj-ve
behavior which was accepted and praised by the teacher. The
teachers in the control group gave more directions to the
disruptive students, whereas the teachers in the treatment
group asked them more questions.
Visual analysis of Figure 7 and Tab1e 7 revealed
differences from pretest to posttest in the behaviors the
control group teachers exhibited to the disruptive students.
The behavior categories and interaction patterns for both
observation periods were dominated by student predictable
behavior and student initiated behavior which was criticized
by the teacher. There was a decrease in teacher criticism and
an increase in information and directions. The students
exhibited less interpretive behavior and more predictable and
initiated behavior. In contrast to the control group, the
teachers' behaviors in the treatment group changed to
nonrestrictive in nature; this was evident in Figure 8 and
Table 8. During the pretest classes the behaviors and
interaction patterns were dominated by teacher directions,
student predictable response, and student initiated behavior
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which was criticized by the teacher. In contrast, the
posttest classes were dominated by student initiated and
interpretive behavior which was accepted and praised by the
teacher.
Chapter 5
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
This study is the first to utilize CAFIAS and DAC
concurrently to investigate the effects of instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC on the teaching behavior of
elementary physical education teachers toward disruptive
children. CAFIAS and DAC have been used in studies by Pratt
(1975), Doenges (L9761, and Devlin lJ-979l in which students
who were earmarked by their respective teachers as being
di-sruptive in their class and who received negative behaviors
from their teachers were trained to reverse the process and
have a positive effect on their teachers. Pratt ( f975 ) and
Doenges (I976) used CAFIAS as the observational tool to
measure teacher-student behaviors. DevIin (f979) used DAC to
determine the specific interactions between teacher and the
disruptive students. This investigator altered the process
of Pratt (1975), Doenges (L9761, and Devlin (1979) by focusing
on the teachers instead of the students. Teachers'
expectancies are transmitted, both consciously and
unconsciously, through teachers' verbal and nonverbal
behaviors. It was the intention of this investigator to make
teachers aware of the behaviors they were exhibiting toward
disruptive students through the
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC.
of instruction and
question posed in this
investigation was would making teachers aware of the behaviors
???????
??【 ?
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they exhibited alter the behaviors they directed toward the
disruptive children and the entire c1ass. This chapter
includes a discussion of the findings obtained in this study
as well as a comparison of these results to related
investigations.
CAFIAS was used to assess the effects of receiving
supervisory feedback on the teachers' interactions with the
entire class. The percentages of behaviors in the CAFIAS
categories and the top I0 ranked cell frequencies and their
percentages of occurrence for both the control and treatment
groups during the pretest and posttest periods were determined.
A comparison of the CAFIAS behavior categories and interaction
patterns revealed differences in behaviors from pretest to
posttest periods. During the pretest period, the behaviors
and the interaction patterns exhibited by the control and
treatment group teachers toward the whole class were
essentially similar. The teachers exhibited direct behavior
toward the class, specifically teacher information-giving and
directions. The interaction patterns were dominated by
extended j-nformation-giving ( 5-5 ) , extended student-to-student
interpretive behavior or game play (\-I0-e\), and finally
by teacher directions which required a predictable student
response which was followed by further directions ( 6-8-5 ) .
In contrast to the pretest classes, during the posttest
classes substantial behavior changes toward the whole class
were evident in the treatment group while the behaviors and
patterns of the control group remained basically the same.
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The primary change in the control group was a moderate
decrease in verbal information-giving by the teacher.
Following the instruction and supervision in CAFfAS and DAC,
the teachers 1n the treatment group exhibited more verbal
information and less verbal and nonverbal directions; they
asked more questions and gave more verbal and nonverbal
acceptance and praisei and they used }ess criticism than in
the pretest classes. The CAFIAS interaction patterns in the
treatment group changed from extended student predictable
behavior followed by directions ( 8-8-5 ) and information-giving
( 8-8-5 ) to student interpretive behavior which was praised
(8\-2) and accepted (8\-3) by the teacher. These findings
concurred with the findings of previous researchers (Getty,
L977; Hendrickson, L975i Lombardo, 1979i Rochester, L976i
Stevens , 1979i Vogel, L9751 who also found that teachers
following instruction and supervision in CAFIAS showed more
indirect behavior--praise, acceptance, and questioning--than
teachers not instructed in CAFIAS.
Flanders ( 1960 ) stated that direct teacher-dominated
behavior, such as lecturing, directing, ordering, or
criticizing, Ieads to an atmosphere which restricts and
inhibits the students' desire to respond freely. It was
common for teachers to treat disrupti-ve students in a direct
manner; however, this direct manner may not be the most
successful way to deal with disruptive behavior because the
problem keeps reoccurring. Many researchers have found
ignorj-ng disruptive crassroom behavior in combination with
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praising appropriate classroom behavior resulted in more
desirable classroom behaviors from disruptive elementary
children. This was the concept behind studies (l,ladsen,
Becker, & Thomas, L968; Thompson, Brassel, Persons, Tucker, &
Rollins, 1974i Whitley & Sulzer, L9701 using contingency
management technJ-ques for controlling and altering behaviors.
The teacherts use of praise, acceptance, encouragement, and
questioning directed toward the student in support of
appropriate behaviors was the type of behavior labeled by
Flanders (I950) as indirect teaching behavior-
Martinek and Johnson (L9791 defined the self-fulfitling
prophecy as an expectation which initiates a series of events
to come true. Therefore, individuals will behave as they are
expected to behave, which may be manifested in either a
negative or positive direction. In Rosenthal and Jacobson's
(I968) "Oak School" experiment, they tested the hypothesis
that teachers' expectations for student achievement would
function as self-fulfilling prophecies. Their results
supported the self-fulfilling prophecy concept which led
educators to further explore the effects of teacher
expectancies on student achievement. Brophy and Good (L974)
investigated the relationship between teacher expectations and
achj-evement of first grade students. These researchers found
that teachers demanded better performances and were more
Iikely to praise a student for whom they had higher
expectations. Brophy and Good (L97 4l , after reviewing over
6O studies dealing with the teacher expectancy effects,
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concluded that teacher expectancies can and do function as
self-fulfilIing prophecies. It was the belief of these
investigators that if expectancy effects occur and operate
in the classroom, then they may be evident in the gymnasium
even though the nature of the activity is different.
Researchers (Devlin, L979i Hoffman, 1981; Martinek &
Johnson, L979i Reisenweaver, 1980; Streeter, 1980) have used
DAC to study teacher expectations in the physical education
setting. The results from these studies indicated that
students are treated differently according to the expectations
of the teachers. Crowe ( 1979 ) used the Brophy-Good System
and obtained similar results.
FoIlowing systematic supervisory feedback, the treatment
group teachers' behaviors changed from direct to indirect.
This change was evident not only in the teachersr interactions
with the whole class but toward the disruptive students as
;t-i'well.\i a comparison of the DAC behavior categories and
interaction patterns revealed differences in the teachers'
behavior toward the disruptive students from pretest to
posttest periods. During the pretest period, the behavior
categories and the interaction patterns of the control and
treatment groups were essentially similar. Both groups were
characterized by teacher criticism of disruptive studentsl
initiated behavior which was followed by more student
initiated behavior (9-7-9). At this point, the teachers in
the control group gave extended criticism which was followed
by student predictable or interpretive behavior which the
?．
?
???teacher criticized (7-7-8-7 or 7-7-\-7). The teachers in
treatment group used directions which vrere followed by
predictable student behavior, followed by student interpretive
behavior which the teacher criticized (6-8-\-7). During the
pretest period the initiated behavior of the students in
both groups was primarily off-task as shown by the criticism
given by the teacher following this behavior (9-7 ) . The
teacher was inclined to give directions, orders t ot criticism
to the disruptive students in an attempt to initiate accepted
patterns of behavior.
In contrast to the pretest classes, during the posttest
period changes were evident in the treatment group while the
behaviors and patterns in the control group remained basically
the same. The behaviors and patterns in the control group
were sti1l dominated by student initiated behavior which was
criticized by the teacher (9-7 ) . Though there was a decrease
in criticism, the behaviors of the teachers remained direct
with an increase in directions and information-giving, which
decreased studentsr interpretive behavior and increased
students' predictable behavior. During the posttest period,
the interpretive responses of the disruptive students in the
treatment group were accepted ( A\-3 ) and praised by the
teacher ( A\-2 ) . The initiated behavior of the students was
accepted by the teacher (9-3) as weII. There was a large
decrease in the amount of directions and criticism to the
disruptive students; the teachersr direct behavior was
changed to more indirect behavior. The teachers gave more
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acceptance, praise, information, and used more questions.
With this decrease in restrictive behavior, there were more
student interpretive behavior and less predictable behavior.
These results made it apparent that instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC caused teachers in the treatment
group to become aware of expectancies they transmitted by their
behaviors to the disruptive students. Once aware, the teachers
could change these expectancies. Thus, it is likely that
different self-futfilling prophecies were created which
resulted in changes in the behaviors of the disruptive students.
These results vrere congruent with the findings of education
studies by Rosenthal and Jacobson ( 1968 ) and Brophy and Good
(1970, L9741 and with the findings of physical education
studies conducted by DevIin (L979) , Hoffman ( 198I ) , llartinek
and Johnson l]-979l , Reisenweaver ( 1980 ) , and Streeter ( 1980 ) .
During the pretest classes the disruptive students in
both groups received negative feedback from their teachers.
During the posttest classes the disruptive students received
more positive, motivating behaviors, while the control group
students continued to receive negative behaviors. It was
interesting to observe that the initiated behavior of the
students in the control group during the posttest period was
criticized and rejected by the teacher; whereas the initiated
behavior of the students in the treatment group was accepted
by the teacher. Devlin (L9791 t Doenges (L9761, and Pratt
( 1975 ) also concluded that students in their treatment groups
initiated more positive behaviors and made greater
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contributions to the classroom than did the control group
students.
Devlin ( I979 ) stated that teachers generally atternpt to
curtail disruptive or off-task behaviors in students by giving
directions and orders in an attempt to fit these students into
the mold of the majority of students in the class. This was
evident in the present study by the significant difference in
the variables of teacher direction and student predictable
response favoring the control group during the posttest period.
Direct behavior resulted in mechanical, predictable, and
robot-Iike responses from the student. Consequently, the
disruptive student unwillingly became narrowly dependent on
the teacher which resulted in rebellion. This rebellion vras
evident in the difference in the percentages for the student
initiated behavior followed by teacher criticism pattern of
the control group compared to the treatment group. The
initiated behavior of the disruptive student was mainly
off-task because he/she was attempting to resist this narrow
dependence on the teacher. With this resistance came
criticism and direction from the teacher in an attempt to fit
the student into the more prevalent patterns of behavior
exhibited by the rest of the students in the c1ass. With
this type of teacher-student interactions a cycle of behavior
patterns developed. These behaviors included teacher
direction, student predictable response, student initiated
behaviors, and criticism.
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pratt ( I975 ) stated that indirect teacher behaviors are
associated with positive student development because the
indirect teacher behaviors of praise, acceptance, encouragement,
and questioning afford the student a feeling of freedom in
responding. During this study these behaviors were evident
in the teachers in the treatment group during the posttest
period. This type of environment of less inhibition and
greater freedom resulted in the students in the treatment
group exhibiting a greater amount of positive initiated
behaviors and responses which required extended thought and
interpretation. Thus, the students in the treatment group
became less dependent on the teacher and contributed more
positive behaviors in the gymnasium than did the students in
the control group during the posttest period.
The changes in the teachers' and students' behaviors in
the treatment group from pretest to the posttest period led
to a rejection of the nuII hypothesis that no differences
would exist between the teaching behaviors exhibited toward
disruptive elementary-age children by physical education
teachers who received instruction and supervision in CAFIAS
and DAC and those teachers who received conventional
supervisory feedback.
The data from this study revealed that the interactions
the teachers had with the disruptive students affected the
environment of the entire class. During the pretest period
the teachers' behaviors toward the disruptive students and
the entire class in both the control and treatment groups
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were dominated by direct behavior. Following instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC, the behaviors and interaction
patterns of the treatment group changed from a negative,
direct manner to a positive, indirect manner with the entire
class and the disruptive students. This study demonstrated
the need for physical education teachers to become aware
of the strong influence expectancies have on their disruptive
students' behaviors and the effects of disruptive students'
behaviors on the entire class.
The investigator felt that training teachers would be
more practical overall than training students. BY giving
teachers supervi-sory feedback, they became aware of
expectancies they placed on disruptive students in their
classes. Teachers were often unaware that they themselves
may create situations which lead to disruptive behavior.
Though the teachers in the control group continued to use
direct behavior with their disruptive students there was a
decrease in criticism. This decrease IikeIy resulted from
receiving conventional supervisory feedback and the viewing
of the films. Subsequently, the control group teachers became
slightly more cognizanL of the effects of their behaviors on
the class environment. These teachers then criticized the
disruptive students less and gave more directions. The
teachers in the treatment group viewed their fiLms and were
given feedback as to the behaviors and interaction patterns
with the entire class and the disruptive students. This
feedback made the teachers more aware of the specific behaviors
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and interactions with the entire class and the disruptive
students and resulted in a more positive environment. The
teachers in the treatment group gave less criticism and
directions and asked more guestions, and gave more information,
praise, and acceptance which led to more student on-task
interpretive behavior. These behaviors allowed for a more
pleasurable class environment for the teachers as well as the
students involved.
Summarv
This study was the first to utilize CAFIAS and DAC
concurrently in investigating the effects of instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC on the teaching behavior of
physical education teachers toward disruptive children.
Visual analysis of the CAFIAS and DAC results revealed
that during the pretest classes the teachers in the control
and treatment groups exhibited direct behaviors toward their
entire class and their disruptive students. The data
revealed that although the teachers were direct, both to the
entire class and the disruptive students during the pretest,
more direct behaviors were exhibited toward the disruptive
students. These direct behaviors were predominantly
directions and criticism in response to the disruptive
studentsr off-task behaviors.
Following the treatment phase, noticeable differences
between the two groups were found. The teachers in the
control group continued to exhibit direct behaviors to their
disruptive students and the entire class; whereas, the
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teachers in the treatment group exhibited indirect behavior
to their disruptive students and the entire class.
The results of this study were similar to those found by
Devlin (L9791, Hoffman (1981), Martinek and Johnson (L979l.,
Reisenweaver ( 1980 ) , and Streeter ( 1980 ) who used DAC to
study teacher expectancies in the physical education setting.
These researchers found that students were treated differently
according to the expectatj-ons of the teachers. The results
of this study were also similar to Getty (L977), Hendrickson
(1975), Lombardo (L979lt Rochester (L9751, Stevens lL979l, and
Vogel ( 1976 ) who found that teachers instructed in CAFIAS
showed more indirect behaviors than teachers not instructed
in CAFIAS.
Based on the findings of this investigation, the null
hypothesis that stated no differences would exist between the
teaching behaviors exhibited toward disruptive elementary-age
children by physical education teachers who received
instruction and supervision in CAFIAS and DAC and those
teachers who received conventional supervisory f,eedback was
rej ected.
Chapter 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECO}IMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
Summary
This study examined the effects of instruction and
supervision in Cheffers' Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction
Analysis System (CAFIAS) and the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS
(DAC) on the teaching behaviors of physical education teachers
toward disruptive elementary-age children. The subjects were
four certified elementary physical education teachers from
the central New York area. The teachers were randomly
assigned, two teachers to the control group and two teachers
to the treatment group. Each teacher identified three
disruptive students in one of his/her classes. Each class
was videotaped by the investigator for L2 consecutive teaching
days. The teachers were asked to wear a wireless microphone
which would not interfere with their teaching. During Phase
One, each subject was videotaped once a day for 3 consecutive
teaching days in order to obtain baseline data. Phase Two
included 8 days of supervisory feedback and the videotaping
of six classes. The control group viewed their films and
received conventional supervisory feedback analyzing their
teaching behaviors toward the whole class and toward the
disruptive children. The treatment group viewed their firms,
received instruction and supervision in CAFTAS and DAC, and had
an analysis of a computer print-out of their behaviors toward
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the whole class and toward the disruptive children. Phase
Three served as a period of data collection. Each subject in
both the control and treatment groups was videotaped once a
day for 3 consecutive days while teaching the specified
physical education cIass. The data for statistical analysis
were obtained from the videotapes of Phase One and Phase Three
classes. The videotapes were coded by the investigator using
CAFIAS to record the interactions between the teacher and the
whole class and DAC to record the interacti-ons between the
teacher and the disruptive students. The data collected from
these codings were transferred onto computer cards for computer
analysis. The computer scoring of CAFIAS and DAC yielded
percentages for each of the 20 CAFIAS and 20 DAC categories
and interaction patterns. Descriptive statistics were utilized
to determine whether differences in teaching behaviorr dS
identified by CAFIAS and DAC, existed between the control and
treatment groups. Visual comparisons were made to determine
the relative standings of the control and treatment groups on
each of the CAFIAS and DAC categories and interaction patterns
during the Phase One and Phase Three observation periods.
This analysis found significant differences between the two
groups which led to the rejection of the nuII hypothesis that
there would be no differences between the teaching behaviors
exhibited toward disruptive elementary-age children by
physical education teachers who received instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC and those teachers who received
conventj-onaI supervisory feedback.
r00
Visuat examination of the CAFfAS and DAC data revealed
few changes in the teaching behavior of the control group
from pretest to the posttest classes. Following conventional
supervisory feedback, the teachers' behaviors and interaction
patterns toward the entire classr EIS measured by CAFIAS, were
characterized by a decrease in teacher verbal information-
giving. There was a decrease in student interpretive behavior
and an increase in behavior that was more restrictive and
predictable in nature. There was also an increase in student
initiated behavior which was off-task as seen in the
interaction patterns of the CAFIAS control group. The
interaction patterns remained dominated by extended teacher
information-giving, teacher directions, student predictable
response, student-to-student interpretive response, and
student initiated behavior which was criticized by the teacher.
Fo}Iowing conventional supervisory feedback, the control
group teachers' behaviors with the disruptive students r dS
measured by DAC, were characterized by a slight decrease in
verbal praise and a slight increase in verbal acceptance and
nonverbal directions. More verbal information and directions
were given, and less verbal and nonverbal criticism was used
by the control group teachers than in the pretest classes.
The interaction patterns remained dominated by student
initiated behavior whj-ch was criticized by the teacher, and
student predictable behavior. While teacher criticism
decreased during the posttest period, teacher direction-giving
and information-giving increased.
IOI
In contrast to the control group, where teacher behaviors
remained direct in nature from pretest to posttest periods,
the teacher behaviors in the treatment group changed from
direct to indirect in nature. Following instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC, the posttest classes of the
CAFIAS treatment group $rere distinguished by an increase in
teacher verbal information and a decrease in verbal and
nonverbal directions. They asked more questions, gave more
verbal and nonverbal acceptance and praise, and used less
criticism than in the pretest classes. The predominant CAFIAS
interaction patterns for the treatment group showed a decrease
in teacher information and teacher directions requiring
predictable student behavior, and an increase in student
interpretive behavior which the teacher accepted and praised.
Foltowing instruction and supervision in CAFIAS and DAC
the posttest classes of the treatment group were characterized
by a decrease in teacher directions and criticism and an
increase in teacher information-giving, teacher questioning,
and teacher use of acceptance and praise toward the disruptive
students. Student involvement was characterized by a large
decrease in predictable behavior with an increase in
interpretive behavior. The predominant pretest interaction
patterns of teacher directions which required predictable
student behavior and student initiated behavior which was
criticized by the teacher changed to a more indirect nature
during the posttest period. The patterns were characterized
by extended information-giving, forrowed by student
L02
interpretive behavior which was accepted and praised by the
teacher, followed by student initj-ated behavior which was
accepted by the teacher.
Conclusions
The results of this study led to the following
conclusions regarding the behaviors and interaction patterns
of physical education teachers in the central New York area
with the disruptive students in their classes:
I. The teaching behaviors of the treatment group became
more indirect toward the whole class and the disruptive
students while the control group teachers' behaviors remained
direct.
2. With respect to the whole class and the disruptive
students, the teachers in the treatment group exhibited more
praise and acceptance of students' actions and ideas, asked
more questi-ons, provided more informati-on, and allowed more
student interpretive behavior than previously.
3. Instruction and supervision in interaction analysis
had a positive effect not only on the behaviors the treatment
group teachers exhibited toward the whole class but on their
interactions with disruptive children.
Recommendations for Further Studv
The following recommendations are suggested for future
study:
r. conduct a simirar study with junior or senior hiqh
school teachers.
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2. Conduct a simitar study utilizing a larger teacher
sample in a physical education setting.
3. Determine the long-range effects of instruction and
supervision in CAFIAS and DAC on teachers' interactions with
disruptive students by examining teachers' behaviors toward
disruptive students 1n the class I to 2 months or more after
instruction.
4. Conduct a similar study and include a student
questionnaire to discover the effects of providing instruction
and supervislon in CAFIAS and DAC to teachers on the attitudes
of disruptive students in physical education classes.
5. Compare the behaviors of individual disruptive
students in more than one subject area-
Appendix A
THE CATEGORIES OF CAFIAS}
Categories 2-L7 Teacher Behaviors
Categories 8-I9 Student Behaviors
Category l0 Confusion
Category 20 Silence
Categories VerbaI
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
L2
2-L2 (e positive value assessment) Face: Smiles, nods with smile (energetic),
Praises, commends, jokes, winks, Iaughs.
encourages. Posture: Applause through clapping hands,
congratulatory pats on shoulder,
head, etc., wrings student's hand,
embraces joyfully, Iaughs to
encourage.
???
Categories VerbaI
Appendix A (continued)
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
I3
3-13 (No value implied) (Elevates student performance onto
Accepts, clarifies, uses, a par with teacher performance)
and develops suggestions Face: Nods without smiling, tilts head
and feelings by the in empathetic reflection, sighs
learner. empathetically.
Posture: Shakes hands, embraces
sympathetically, places arm around
shoulder or $raist, catches an
implement thrown bY student,
accepts facilitation from students,
takes part in game with students,
supports child during activity,
spotting in gymnastics.
?
?
?
Categories VerbaI
Appendix A (continued)
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
I4
4-L4 Asks questions requiring Face: Wrinkles brow, opens mouth, turns
student answer. head with quizzical look.
Posture: Places hands in air quizzically to
expect answer, stares awaiting
ans$rer, scratches head, cups hand
to ear, stands still half-turned
toward person, awaits answer.
I5
5-I5 Gives facts, opinions, Face: Whispers words inaudibly, sings,
expresses ideas or asks or whistles.
rhetorical guestions. Posture: Gesticulates, draws, writes,
demonstrates activities, Paints,
points out facts on board.
?
??
Categories VerbaI
Appendix A (continued)
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
I6
6-16 Gives directions or orders Face: Points with head, beckons with
which wiII result in
immediate observable
student response.
head, yells at using language
other than recognizable words.
Posture: Points finger, blows whistle, holds
body erect while barking commands,
pushes a child in a given direction.
L7
7-17 (A negative value Face: crlmacea, growls, frovrns, drops
assessnent) head, throlrs head back in alerisive
criticizes, expresses anger laughter, roIls eyes, bites, splts,
. or dlstrust, saEcastic or butta ttith head. shakes head.
or extreme self-reference. Posture: Hits, pushes avJay, pinches. grapples
wlth, pushes hands at student, dloPs
hands in disgustr bangs table,
damages equipment, throws things :
down.
Categories VerbaI
Appendix A (continued)
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
1B
8-I8 Student response that is Face: Poker-face response, nods, shakes,
entirely predictable, such gives small grunts, quick smile.
as obedience to orders and Posture: Moves mechanically to questions or
responses not requiring directions, responds to any action
thinking beyond the with minimal nervous activity,
comprehension phase of robot-Iike, practices drills,
knowledge (after Btoom). awaits in line, etc. l student
raises hand responding to teacher
direction.
?
?
?
Appendix A (continued)
Categories VerbaI
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
Eine (\) Eineteen ( I8\)
eine (8\) Predictable student Face: Look of thinking eyes, pensive
& responses that require formal expression.
eineteen some measure of evaluation, Posture: Interprets movements, tries to
( I&\)
synthesis, and interpreta- show some arrangement that requires
tion from the student but interpretive thinkingi e.9. r works
must remain within the on gymnastic routine, test taking,
province of predictability. interpretation of task cards, aII
The initial behavior !.ras in game playing. Student puts hands
response to teacher in air in order to give ansvrer to
initiation. Student teacher question.
interpretation from teacher
in discussed activity. A
student questioning when
related strictly to topic
under discussion.
?
??
Appendix A (continued)
Categories VerbaI Nonverbal
9 19
9-I9 Pupil-initiated talk that Face: Makes interrupting sounds, gasps,
is purely the result of sighs.
their own initiative which Posture: Puts hands up in air to ask
could not be predicted (unsolicited) question of teachers,
(either positive or gets up and walks around without
negative behavior). provocation, begins creative
movement education, makes uP olrrn
games, makes up own movements, shows
initiative in supportive movement,
introduces new movements into
games not predictable in the rules
of the games.
Relevant
Behaviors
?
?
?
Categories VerbaI
Appendix A (continued)
Relevant
Behaviors Nonverbal
r0 20
tO-20 Stands for confusion, Face: Silence, children sitting doing
chaos, disorder, noise. nothing, noiselessly awaiting
Student-to-student teacher just prior to teacher
verbal interaction. entry. Student-to-student nonverbal
interaction.
Icit"d f rom Chef f ers, l,lancini , and Martinek ( 1980 r PP . 22-241 -
???
Appendix B
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Purpose of the studv
The purpose of the study you are being asked to
participate in is to determine the effects of conventional
and systematic supervisory feedback on the behaviors exhibited
by teachers toward disruptive children in elementary physical
education classes. With this study hopefully teachers will
become more aware of their behaviors and enhance their ability
to work with disruptive children.
Ivlethod
You will be asked to participate one class period a day
for L4 teaching days. This time period will be divided into
baseline, treatment, and data collecting phases. In a
conference with me (the investigator), you will be asked to
identify three disruptive children in your class. Under no
circumstances wiIl the children know they have been identified
as a disruptive chiId, nor wiII they be asked to wear any
markers to identify them.
During the baseline phase you will be videotaped for one
class period a day for 3 consecutive teaching days. You will
be asked to wear a wireless microphone which will not hinder
your movement. The tapings will in no $ray interfere with your
class. The videotapes will be coded by two widely used
interaction analysis systems. Each interaction analysis system
consists of 20 categories designed to describe the verbal and
nonverbal behaviors which occur between teachers and students.
tL2
II3
Appendix B (continued)
This system is not evaluative; it is designed to provide a
description of behaviors in order to make teachers aware of
the behaviors exhibited toward their students
The treatment phase will consist of videotaping your
class for 6 days. During this phase, the day after your
class is videotaped, you will receive feedback as to the
behaviors exhibited in your class. This feedback session
will take no more than 15 to 20 mi-nutes.
The data collection phase wiIl consist of videotaping
for 3 consecutive days; during this time no feedback will be
given.
Potential consequences
The following steps will be taken to protect you and
your students:
1) No student will be a!.rare that he/she has been labeled
as disruptive.
2l The feedback you will receive will be descriptive in
nature, not evaluative.
3 ) In the analysis of the data you and your students
wiII be identified by number, not by name.
4l Only you and I ( the investigator ) will have access
to the tapes and data.
Information pertaininq to studv
If you have any questions pertaining to this study, please
feel free to ask. If you wish information about the findings
from this studyr you can contact me or Ithaca Col1ege.
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Withdrawal from the studv
You should know that you are under no obligation and are
free to withdraw from this study at any time. Participation
in this study is strictly voluntary.
Confidentialitv
Only you and I will have access to the videotapes and
your individual data. When the study is written, your
confidentialityr ds well as that of your students, will be
maintained by the use of numbers instead of names in
presenting the data.
If you do not have any questions and agree to take part
in this study, please sign your name in the space provided
beIow.
Thank your
Mary Beth Steffen
Name Date
Physical Education Teacher
Appendix C
PARENT CONSENT FORM
Dear Parent:
Erom time to tj-me we are called upon by CorneII
University, Ithaca College t ot some other agency interested
in the education of young people, to participate cooperatively
in research activity involving students attending the Ithaca
public schools. In keeping with the Board of Education
policy only those students whose parents or guardians have
given permission will be allowed to participate in such
proj ects.
Your chiId, , is being
considered for participation in a research project being
conducted by Ivlary Beth Steffen, an Ithaca Colleqe qraduate
student in the Department of Physical Education. The purpose
of this study is to studv teachers' behaviors in phvsical
education classes. Your child will be asked to participate
videotapes these for the purpose of studvinq the teacher's
behaviors.
If for some reason you do not want
participate in this study please notify
principal within one week of receipt of
you child to
me or the school
this letter.
Principal
sical education class as usual while the researcher
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Researcher Phone No.
Appendix D
VALIDITY OF INVESTIGATOR'S CODING
SELECTED SUB」ECTS USttNG SPEARMAN:S
?
???
?
??
?
?
?
Top 10
Cellsb
Rank
VHMC
Rank
MBS
dd d2
5-5
8-8
8 -8
8-10
10-8
6-8
6-6
5-7
8-3
9-4
l。0
2.0
3。0
4.0
5。0
6。0
7.0
8。0
9。5
9.5
1。0
2.0
3。0
4。0
6.0
5.0
7.0
9.0
9。0
9。0
.00
.00
。00
.00
1.00
1。00
。00
1.00
。50
。50
.00
。00
。00
。00
1。00
1。00
.00
1。00
。25
.25
Total 3。50
r
―s = .978.
OtoO 10 cel1s refer to the order of coder's numerical
frequency.
cRank for VHM and MBS refers to the rank of each cell for
Dr. Victor H. Mancini and tlary Beth Stef fen.
d-
-d refers to the difference between the ranks of each
cell for Dr. Victor H. Mancini and l4ary Beth Steffen.
-2d- refers to the d column squared.
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Appendix E
CODERIS RELTABILITY FOR SELECTED
SUBJECTS USTNG SPEARMAN'' Is
Treatment Group Teachera
Top 10
ceIIsb
Rank Observation
onec
Rank Observation
Two
.do d2
trtrJ-J
8-8
6-8
5-9
5-8
8-3
8-5
8-7
4-8
5-6
1.0
2.0
3.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
7.5
7.5
9.0
10.0
I.0
2.0
3.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
8.5
7.0
8.5
10.0
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
I.00
.50
.50
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
1.00
.25
.25
.00
Total 1. s0
". 991.
Oron 10 cells listed refer to the order of coder,s
numerical frequency.
cRank observati-on one and rank observation two refer to
the origin of coding.
dd refers to the differences between the ranks of each
celI for observation one and observation two.
-2d- refers to the d column squared.
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Controt Group Teachera
Top I0
celIsb
Rank Observati-on
onec
Rank Observati-on
Two
dd d2
8-8
5-5
8-10
r0-8
5-8
8-6
9-3
3-8
5-8
8-5
r.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.5
5.5
7.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
I.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.5
5.5
7.0
8.0
9.5
9.5
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
I.00
.50
.50
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
1.00
.25
.25
Total I.50
u.99r.
OroO IO ceIls listed refer to the order of coder,s
numerical frequency.
cRank observation one and rank observation two refer to
the origin of coding.
dd refers to the differences between the ranks of each
cell for observation one and observation two.
d2 refers to the d column squared.
Allard′ R.
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